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To CorresponpENnTs.— All letters intended for publica- 
tion in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authen- 
ticated by the name of the writer. The Editor cannot 
undertake to return MSS. forwarded to him. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


As some aNxiETy has been occasioned by a note 
appended to the Chancery Sittings Paper stating that 
the arrangements for the Court of the Vice-Chancellor 
Sir R. Malins are contingent on illness preventing his 
lordship from sitting, it may be well to state that the 
Vice-Chancellor is making fairly satisfactory progress 
towards recovery from his accident, that his general 
health is good, and that, although still somewhat weak, 
he fully hopes to resume his place on the Bench before 
the close of the present sittings. 





THE question has long been mooted whether at the 
final examination of persons intending to become solici- 
tors there should not be a separate paper for honorary 
distinctions, At present the practice is to give all candi- 
dates the same papers, and no one is required to state 
whether he intends to go in for honours or merely for a 
pass. We believe that the examiners not unfrequently 
insert two or three questions intended as tests for the 
prizemen; but, as has been often pointed out, this 
practice is open to the objection that if such questions 
are much more difficult than the average of the questions 


set, they are likely to press rather hardly on candidates 





who are seeking a pass only. It will be seen from 
the new rules made by the Incorporated Law Society, 
which we print in another column, that an Honours 
Examination is to be instituted. After the present year, 
no honorary distinctions, except local prizes already 
instituted, will be awarded to any candidate in respect 
only of the Final Examination. Four voluntary Honours 
Examinations are to be held in each year, in the same 
weeks as those in which the Fina] Examinations are held, 
and on the subjects specified for the Final Examinations 
in the Regulations of 1877; and candidates who desire 
to compete will be required when they give notice for the 
Final Examination to give notice that they desire to be 
examined for honours. The names of the successful 
candidates will be arranged in three classes, and for the 
purpose of this classification the marks obtained by each 
candidate at the Final Examiaation will be taken inte 
consideration as well as those obtained by him at the 
Honours Examination. All the candidates in the first 
class will obtain prizes; the rest will receive class certi- 
ficates, and the names of all will be printed in the annual 
report of the Society. We think it would be desirable 
also that an arrangement should be made for the 
insertion in the Law List after the name of a solicitor 
of some notice of the fact of his having obtained a first- 
class distinction. 


AmMoNG THE COMMON LAW CRIMES proposed to be 
abolished by the new Criminal Code, there are two of 
the very existence of which, probably, the general 
public are ignorant—we mean the offences of being a 
common barrator or a common scold. A barrator is 
defined in the old books as a common mover, exciter, or 
maintainer of suits or quarrels in courts, or in the 
country by taking and keeping possession of lands in 
controversy, or by spreading false rumours and calumnies, 
whereby discord and disquiet may grow among neigh- 
bours.” ‘The gist of the offence lies in being a common 
barrator, hence an indictment cannot be maintained in 
respect of one act of barratry only. It has also been said 
that a married woman cannot be indicted as a common 
barrator, but Hawkins deems this opinion questionable, 
for, as he ungallantly remarks, “ since a married woman 
is as capable of exciting quarrels (in the frequent re- 
petition of which barratry seemeth to exist) as if she 
were sole, why should she not be as properly indictable 
for it?” The penalty for this offence is fine and im- 
prisonment, and in the case of persons practising the law 
it is said that they ought also to be debarred from 
practising in the future. The other offence which is to 
be abolished apparently consists in an inveterate practice 
of scolding, for which the defendant may be convicted 
as a nuisance to the neighbourhood. As the learned 
Dr. Burn very justly observes (3 J. P. 1031, note) 
“it seemeth to savour not much of gallantry that 
our ancestors supposed none but women could be 
guilty of this offence, for the technical words de- 
noting the same, whilst the proceedings were in 
Latin, were all of the feminine gender; as rixatrix, 
calumniatriz, communis pugnatrix, and tho like.” In 
an indictment for this offence it is, happily, not necessary 
to give in evidence the particular expressions used by the 
scold; it is sufficient, as a learned judge once said, “to 
prove generally that she is always scolding” (Per 
Buller, J., in J’ Anson v. Stuart, 1 T. R. 754), The 
punishment provided for the offence is peculiar. The 
scold is placed in “a certain engine of correction called 
the trebucket or cucking stool,” which, says Coke (3 Inst. 
219), ‘‘ in law signifieth a stool that falleth down into a pit 
of water, for the punishment of the party init.” Ina 
case of Reg. v. Fowley (6 Mod. 11), tried in the reign of 
Queen Anne before Chief Justice Holt, that learned 
judge, while fully recognizing the fact that this was the 
penalty attached by law to a conviction for being @ 
common scold, humanely remarked that ‘‘ it was better 
ducking in a Trinity than a Michaelmas — ¢ 
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We ueEAR murmurs by officials and practitioners 
about some of the arrangements of the new legal offices 
in Bell-yard. There are about 110 steps from the 
entrance under the clocktower to the Chancery Taxing- 
masters’ corridor, and it has been suggested that Mr. 
Cook should be employed to organize a service of specially 
trained, and personally conducted, chancery mules to 
convey the less athletic members of the profession to 
these lofty regions. We have also heard a rumour (for the 
truth of which we decline to vouch) that the learned 
Taxing Masters have begged to be sent up on the lift 
with the coals. We cannot believe that either of these 
suggestions will be adopted. The long climb will 
deprive practitioners of breath which they might other- 
wise waste over the discussion of bills of costs; and it is 
probably considered that business will slip along easily 
when transacted by a panting Master, and breathless 
solicitors. 





Ir 1s satisracrory to find that questions similar to 
that which recently divided the court for the deci- 
sion of Crown Cases Reserved in Reg. v. Hermann 
(27 W. R. 475), namely, whether a sovereign which 
has been reduced below its current value by the filing 
of its edges and the addition of new milling is ‘‘ counter- 
feit coin,” will not occur after the new Criminal Code 
has become law. The interpretation clause (section 1) 
of the Act now in operation merely provides that “ the 
expression ‘false or counterfeit coin resembling, or 
apparently intended to resemble, or pass for any of the 
Queen’s current gold or silver coin,’ shall include any 
of the current coin which shall have been gilt, silvered, 
washed, coloured, or cased over, or in any manner 
altered so as to resemble, or be apparently intended to 
resemble, or pass for any of the Queen’s current coin of 
a higher denomination.” Mr. Justice Stephen, one 
of the dissentient judges in the recent case, has pro- 
vided a much more elaborate definition in the Bill now 
before Parliament, by section 362 of which “ ‘ counter- 
feit coin’ means coin not genuine but resembling, or 
apparently intended to resemble, or pass for, genuine 
coin, and includes genuine coin prepared or altered so 
as to resemble, or pass for, coin of a higher denomina- 
tion, and genuine coin clipped, filed, or otherwise 
diminished in size or weight so as to conceal such 
clipping, filing, or diminution, and coin in part genuine 
and in part counterfeit, and counterfeit coin in an 
unfinished state.” It may be observed that the Indian 
Penal Code, by section 246, specially provides a punish- 
ment for any person who “ fraudulently or dishonestly 
performs on any coin any operation which diminishes 
the weight or alters the composition of any coin,” while 
the appended explanation lays down that ‘‘a person 
who scoops out part of the coin and puts anything else 
into the cavity alters the composition of the coin.” By 
subsequent sections the unlawful possession and utter- 
ing of coins thus altered are dealt with in the same way 
as the possessing and uttering of counterfeit coin. 





Ir witt Be szeN from the memorandum we print 
elsewhere that the Criminal Code Commissioners have 
lost no time in pointing out the portions of the 
code which alter the present law. This is essential to 
the easy progress of the measure through Parliament, 
snd the memorandum explains very clearly the natare 
of the changes proposed. But we cannot help thinking 
that a good deal of additional help would be afforded to 
legislators if our suggestion as to marginal notes is 
adopted when the Bill has to be reprinted. 





On the 13th inst. Mr. Justice Barry took his seat in the 
Trish Queen’s Bench Division for the first time for some 
months, the learned judge having, as is well known, for 
zome time past been engaged in London in the work of 
codifying the crimip «law. 


THE RULES OF PLEADING UNDER THE 
JUDICATURE ACTS. 


Tue case of Phillips v. Phillips (L. R. 4Q. B. D. 
127) is an important decision with regard to the proper 
mode of pleading in actions for the recovery of land, 
The head note, which for our present purpose sufficiently 
sets forth the nature of the decision, isas follows:— In 
an action for the recovery of land, of which the plaintiff 
has never been in possession, the statement of claim must 
allege the nature of the deeds and documents upon which 
he relies in deducing his title from the person under 
whom he claims; anda general statement that by 
assurances, wills, documents, and Crown grants in the 
possession of the defendants, without further describing 
them, the plaintiff is entitled to the land, is embarrassing 
and liable to be struck out.” As our readers are aware, 
under the old system there were no pleadings in eject- 
ment; but under the Judicature Act there are pleadings 
in the action for recovery of land. The difference 
thus made in the position of a plaintiff is enhanced by the 
decision alluded to above. A good deal of somewhat 
interesting discussion took place in the course of the 
argument with regard to the meaning of the rule that 
directs that the facts shall be stated in pleading. As we 
have often before observed, the intention of the new 
system of pleading is to steer midway between the old 
common law system of pleading conclusions of law and 
the chancery practice of pleading evidence. But there 
is great difficulty in saying what is a. fact for this pur- 
pose. We are disposed, on experience of the new system, 
to think that you cannot avoid (under any practicable 
system of pleading that is not to fall into pleading 
evidence) alleging very often that which is rather a con- 
clusion or legal inference than a fact. If you say the 
two parties contracted, or that they rescinded the contract, 
you are alleging what is not so much a fact as the in- 
ference from a series of facts. 

It was very strongly contended for the plaintiff in 
Phillips v. Phillips that it was unnecessary to set out 
in any way the contents of deeds or documents of title 
on which the plaintiff relied. The “fact” is, it was 
contended, that by such a deed the plaintiff is entitled 
to the land; the contents uf the deed are mere evidence. 
Bramwell, L.J., says, ‘‘ Then it is argued on behalf of the 
plaintiff that the meaning of a deed is always a fact. It is 
a novelty to me. I never heard that the effect of written 
instruments was a matter of fact. It is not a matter of 
fact. The proper course for the plaintiff to have adopted 
would have been to set forth the purport of the document, 
and then the document would be looked at and the 
question decided.” We cannot but think that these 
questions must to a great extent be matters of 
degree. The rules of pleading themselves allow the 
effect of a document to be set out without setting out 
the whole or any part thereof, unless the precise 
words of the document or any part thereof are 
material. ‘We confess this rule has always seemed to us 
slightly enigmatical; it seems, however, to show that you 
may in pleading allege to some extent the result of 
document ; but this is, so far as it goes, not pleading facts 
but the effect of facts. Again, in relation to matters of 
pedigree, the same questions and difficulties arise. Is it 
enough to allege that the plaintiff is the heir of so and 
so, or must you set out all the pedigree ? It is contended 
on the one hand that the heirship is the material fact, 
the steps of the pedigree are, no doubt, facts from which 
it arises, but they need not be pleaded, not being in 
themselves actually facts in issue, but only facts from 
which the fact in issue is deducible. It is, we think, 
very difficult to say precisely how far either of these 
contentions is correct. We can conceive it possible that 
there might be evidence of heixship, without the possibility 
of proving intermediate steps of pedigree; and if so 
@ person ought not to be obliged to plead them, as he 
would be thereby limiting his proof; and yet, if the 





plain tiff means to rely on any particular steps in the 
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igree, itseems the defendant ought to have notice how 
*he makes them out. 

The position we have always maintained is that the 
cardinal rule under any reasonable system of pleading 
ought to be that the pleadings of each side should give 
fair and reasonable notice to the other side of what the 
case to be set up at the trial will be. But this is not in 
dts nature a ruleof an exact logical character. It is clear 
that the pleadings objected to in Phillips v. Phillips 
did not dothis. Brett, L.J., proposed a test of the meaning 
oftherules. He says, “ I think that ina pleading underthe 
new rules such facts ought to be stated as if a person had 
had to state a case formerly for the opinion of the court 
the would have stated in the special case as facts. Ifa 
person had to state a special case as an arbitrator, there 
are certain facts which he must find and state, but he 
does not state the evidence upon which he was brought 
to find those facts, and the difference, though not so easy 
to express, is easy to understand.” We hesitate to 
accept this as a test of what the mode of pleading ought to 
be, and we doubt whether it could be thoroughly adhered 
to in practice. Pleadings framed with a view to this 
test would be admirable for certain purposes, but there 
are two difficulties about accepting such a test as a 
practicable basis upon which to frame pleadings. In the 
first place, pleadings framed on this theory would, we 
suspect, have a tendency to hecome too voluminous. The 
very difficulty that the learned Lord Justice framed the 
test to meet constantly arises in stating special cases. If 
the court has no power to draw inferences of fact, it be- 
comes extremely difficult to deal with a special case, butif 
they have, then it is necessary to set out a good deal that is 
gather evidence of facts in issue than the facts them- 
selves. ‘To state a case in pleading as a special case is 
in practice stated would, we think, lead to a good deal of 
the vice of the old system of equity drafting. Again, 
there would be a considerable amount of risk of a 
variance in stating the facts with as much particularity 
as is commonly done in stating a special case. The 
object of every counsel in stating his case on pleadings 
is to combine the object of giving notice to the other 
side with fair and reasonable particularity what his case 
is, and yet not too rigidly limiting himself with 
regard to proof. The test suggested by the Lord 
Justice helps to illustrate the distinction for the purpose 
of pleading between facts and evidence, but it caunot, 
we think, be applied strictly in practice. 

The difficulty is curiously illustrated by another part 
of Lord Justice Brett’s judgment. He says, “I will 
deal with the case which the plaintiff's counsel says 
might exist, that the plaintiff might be really a person 
entitled to the possession, but does not know anything 
about the deeds which are in the possession of the cther 
side. It is impossible that the plaintiff can have a 
knowledge that he is entitled to possession if he knows 
nothing about the deeds. But it may be said that, 
although the plaintiff did not know the contents of the 
deed or the person who made it, he might have an 
admission in writing, or from evidence which he meant 
to bring forward, from the defendants that they had a 
deed in their possession which entitled the plaintiff to 
the possession of the land; but then, if that were the 
state of things, the plaintiff would have a fact upon 
which he intended to rely as the foundation of his 
claim, whether rightly or wrongly it would not signify. 
But that is the very fact he ought to state in his plead- 
ings. He ought then to state the fact that the defend- 
ants have, upon a particular occasion or otherwise, 
admitted that they have a deed in their possession under 
which he would be entitled to possession. That might be 
a fact on which he would rely, but if it is a fact then it 
should be stated.” 

Now, with the utmost respect for anything that 
falls from the learned Lord Justice, we should have 
‘thought that he here violates the most fundamental of 
the supposed rules of the new system of pleading. He 
almost in terms suggests the pleading of what is mere 








The material fact in pleading is that a deed 
is to such and such an effect. An admission that it is so 
is quite immaterial, except as evidence. If a defendant 
pleaded an admission not amounting to an estoppel, 
without pleading the fact of which it was an admission, 
it would be rightly presumed against him, according 
to the old rules of pleading, that the fact did not exist. 
The new rules might not be so strict in this respect, but 
this shows that the admission is not a fact in issue. It 
seems to us that this notion of the Lord Justice’s is 
in pursuance of his suggestion as to a special case being 
the test, and strongly illustrates the difficulty that 
underlies the whole matter. It may be that it is quite 
right that the defendant should have notice that the 
plaintiff means to rely on such an admission, but it is 
obvious that pleading in this way brings us very near to 
the old chancery system. It is extremely difficult to give 
a logical expression to a system of pleading that shall 
avoid the evils of the old common law system on the 
one hand, and the old chancery system on the other. 
We think it must depend largely on the discretion 
of the court in particular cases how pleadings are to be 
permitted to be framed. In practice the difficulty is not 
so great as in theory, as every day’s experience shows. 


evidence. 








THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE TRADE 
MARKS REGISTRATION ACTS, 1875-7. 
¥. 
TuErE are two important classes of trade-marks which 
are dealt with in a special manner by the Registration 
Acts and Rules; these are cotton marks‘and marks on 
cutlery. 

With respect to cotton marks, there are no special 
provisions in the Acts of 1875 and 1876, nor were there 
in the rules as originally issued in 1875. But soon after 
the Acts came into operation it was found that with the 
existing machinery it was impossible to bring order out 
of the chaos of marks used in the cotton trade, and the 
re-issue of the rules in August, 1876, accordingly con- 
tained a series of seven rules (57-63), directed to the 
object of dealing with this particular class of marks. 

Even with the special machinery thus provided it has 
been found impossible to complete the task of register- 
ing or refusing registration to the thousands of cotton 
marks tendered for that purpose even within the ex- 
tended time allowed by the Act of 1876. The Extension 
Act of 1877 was therefore passed, followed by a series of 
Orders in Council, by which the time allowed for the 
registration of cotton marks has been gradually extended 
from July 1, 1877, the time allowed for other trade- 
marks, to January 1, 1878, June 30, 1878, and Decem- 
ber 31, 1878. And for marks on cotton piece goods only 
the time has been extended, by a further Order in Council 
of November 27, 1878, to May 31, 1879. 

The means devised for meeting the peculiar require- 
ments of the cotton trade consisted in the establishment at 
Manchester, the head-quarters of that trade, of a sub- 
office in connection with the Trade-Marks Registry 
in London, and the appointment of a committee 
of “persons versed in the usages of the cotton- 
trade,” commonly known as the Committee of Experts. 
The duty imposed upon this committee is to relieve the 
registrar of the necessity of personally sifting the marks 
tendered for registration in respect of cotton goods. The 
committee divide the cotton marks placed before them 
into two classes, called the A. list and the B. list. Those 
which are placed by them in the A. list are such as are, 
in the opinion of the committee, ‘‘ trade-marks within 
the meaning of the Act,” and the proprietors of such 
marks as have successfully passed through this ordeal 
are at liberty to apply for registration in the ordinary 
manner. The marks which are placed in the B. list are 
such as are not, in the opinion of the committee, “ trade- 
marks within the meaning of the Act,” and such marks 
cannot be registered, nor, as it seems, will they even be 
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advertised with a view to registration, except in pur- 
suance of an order of the court. Applications for the 
registration of old cotton marks must in all cases be made 
at Manchester; but where the marks sought to be regis- 
tered are new ones, the applications may be made in 
London. If this is done, the usual fees will have to be 
paid, but if the applicant chooses to deposit the designs 
for his new marks at Manchester, until the committee 
have completed their examination of the old marks, and 
are free to turn to the new designs, he will avoid some 
expense in case of the rejection of his designs by the 
committee. 

The proceedings of the committee are regulated by 
certain instructions given them by the Commissioners of 
Patents, through the Registrar of Trade Marks, and such 
instructions are, as appears from In re Orr Ewing 
(Court of Appeal, June 7, 1878, 26 W. R. 777, L. RB. 8 
Ch. D. 794) and In re Brook (V.C.H., July 13, 1878, 26 
W. R. 791), as follows :— 

1. In dealing under rule 59 with cotton marks applied 
for in classes 23, 24, and 25, the committee are to decide 
only from the evidence before them whether, in their 
opinion, a mark belongs to the first or second class of 
marks under the rules for cotton goods. 

2. In case of further information being required, the 
keeper of the Manckester office is authorized to take 
steps to obtain such information for the use of the com- 
mittee. 

3. In case of a difference of opinion arising among the 
committee as to the nature of marks applied for, their 
decisions shall be given according to the opinion of the 
majority, the chairman presiding at each meeting having 
a casting vote. 

4. Single letters are not trade-marks within the mean- 
ing of the Act. 

5. In all cases where more than three persons apply 
for registration of the same mark for the same descrip- 
tion of goods, such mark must be’considered as a trade- 
mark not within the meaning of the Act, and, conse- 
quently, must be placed with marks belonging to the 
second class under rule 59. 

The fifth direction was subsequently explained to 
extend to marks so similar, or so nearly resembling each 
other, as to be substantially the same marks, or calcu- 
lated to deceive, and is not to be confined to identical 
marks. And the committee have further been instructed 
to use their personal knowledge of the state of things in 
the trade in arriving at their conclusions, and not to 
treat borders of marks as parts of the marks, Following 
this last direction, it was held by Vice-Chancellor Hall 
in In re Brook, that not only the colouring, but all the 
surrounding lines, edges, and borders of the labels or 
tickets used in the trade must be disregarded; and by 
the 45th paragraph of the instructions issued by the 
registrar to applicants for registration, borders appearing 
in connection with a proposed new cotton mark are re- 
quired to be disclaimed by a note on the representations 
of the mark, to the effect that ‘the border of this mark 
is not in iteelf claimed as the property of the applicant.” 

It may here be mentioned that, in the course of their 
deliberations, it has been decided by the committee 
that, in addition to borders, representations of crowns, 
elephants, lions, and demi-lions (In re Orr Ewing), and 
of medals, factories, and initials (Jn re Brook), do not 
possess a sufficiently distinctive character in the cotton 
trade to enable them to be treated as trade-marks within 
the Acts and Rules. 

In both of these cases the ruling of the committee was 
disputed, and it is on the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in the former case that the status of the committee at 
present depends, and will continue so to do until the 
further appeal to the highest tribunal, which is now 
pending, has been determined. Vice-Chancellor Hall 
had ordered (see 26 W. R. 259) the registration of 
a nutaber of marks which had been placed in the B. 
list, his lordship being of opinion that the marks were 
distinguishable from other marks which the committee 
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had thought to present the same chatacteristics. Lord) 


Justice James, however, said that he was of opinion that. 


“the committee at Manchester was in the nature of a 
tribunal of commerce or experts, and that the High 
Court, in dealing with a case dealt with by them, should 
not interfere with their decision, unless satisfied that 
they had proceeded on some wrong principle, or in 
some improper manner, of which he sa w no proof” in 
that case. And Lord Justice Baggallay stated that he 


considered that the object of the Legislature was to make- 


the committee judges whether marks offered for regis- 
tration were or were not marks within the Acts; that it 
was difficult to suggest any other reason for their ap- 
pointment than their presumed superior competency for 
determining this question; that an appeal from their 
decision should only be entertained where sufficiently 
special circumstanves existed ; and that he did not regar® 
a difference of opinion between the committee and the 
judge as to whether the marks were or were not trade- 
marks to constitute such a special circumstance. 

This decision was followed by Vice-Chancellor Hall in 
In re Brook, and, unless the decision should be reversed 
by the House of Lords, the finding of the committee as 
to the validity or invalidity of a mark submitted to them 
will, for the future, be final. 

That it is possible, however, for the committee to pro- 


ceed “on some wrong principle, or in some improper: 


manner,” as appears to have been contemplated by the 
Court of Appeal, is shown by the case of Hx parte Ede, 
Brothers, & Co. (M.R., Nov. 8, 1878). There the com- 
mittee placed certain trade-marks submitted to them in 
the A. list, as being qualified for registration; but on 
subsequent applications being made by other firms for 
the registration in their names of practically identical 
marks, they placed such marks in the B. list, on the 
ground of want of title in the later applicants. On an 
application by the firms aggrieved, the Master of the 
Rolls held that the committee had acted on a mistaken 
view of their function, which was to decide as to the 
registrable or non-registrable character of trade-marks, 
and not to consider questions of title, which were for the 
court; and that the committee having passed for regis- 
tration the former marks, the latter ones, though placed 
in the B. list, must also be advertised for registration, 
since they possessed substantially the same characteris- 
tics, leaving the question of title to be decided in the 
future, if any one should think fit to oppose the registra- 
tion. 

It is worthy of notice that in Jn re Orr Ewing both 
the Lords Justices relied to some extent upon the fact 
that the refusal to register the applicants’ trade-marks 
did not deprive them of any right they had prior to the 
Act of 1875, it being open to claimants of rejected 
cotton marks, as well as of other marks, to obtain from 
the registrar a certificate of refusal to register, under the 
Act of 1876, so that the worst that could happen would 
be the denial of the special benefits of the Act. And in 
Orr Ewing & Co. v. Johnston & Co, (March 15, 1879, 
ante, p. 406) Mr. Justice Fry granted an injunction to 
protect one of the very trade-marks which had been 
refused registration. Admitting, however, that the 
refusal to register does not destroy pre-existing rights, . 
it, at all events, affords a strong indication of what those 
rights were and are, and it does seem difficult to reconcile 
the two decisions in question. There was no question 
of the marks being excluded from registration by any 
special wording of the Act, as was the case in La parte 
Stephens (2) (M.R., July 28, 1876, L. R. 3 Ch. D. 659), 
and In re Mitchell (1) (V.C.H., Aug. 2, 1877, 26 W. R. 
326, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 36); the decision of the committee 
turned simply on the general question whether the 
devices on the applicants’ labels were or were not com- 
mon to the trade. They decided that they were; the 
learned judge decided that they were not, thus coming 
to the same conclusion as Vice-Chancellor Hall, The 
House of Lords will probably finally settle the question ; 
but in the meantime it does seem that if the marks are 
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not common to the trade, they ought to be registered, or 
that if they are common to the trade, other traders 
ought not to be prevented from using them. 

In Twentsche Stoom Bleekery Goor v. Ellinger & Co. 
(V.C.M., Nov. 15, 1877, 26 W. R. 70), the defence was 
set up that the cotton mark alleged to have been in- 
fringed was not registered at the commencement of the 
action, at which date the time allowed for registration 
by the Act of 1876 had expired, whereas the Act of 
1877, extending the time, did not receive the Royal 
assent until after the writ was issued. It was held, how- 
ever, that the latter Act cured any defect that otherwise 
existed. 

In Jn re Brook the Registrar cf Trade-Marks, in deal- 
ing with certain cotton marks placed by the Committee of 
Expertsin the A. list, refused to allow separate registration, 
but offered to grant it in a representative form; and Vice- 
Chancellor Hall, following the authority of Jn re Barrows 
(Court of Appeal, April 26, 1877, 25 W. R. 407, L. R. 5 
Oh. D. 353), decided that this view must be adopted, and 
suggested a form of certificate which should clearly state 
the representative character of the registration. 

On the 28th of December, 1878, an additional rule 
was issued with respect to a particular class of marks on 
cotton goods known as “combination marks,” as to 
which some misapprehension had existed. The meaning 
of this term may be gathered from the case of Robinson 
v. Finlay (Court of Appeal, May 14, 1878, L. R. 9 
Ch. D. 487), from which it appears to be the custom 
among shippers of cotton piece goods to place on such 
goods a variety of marks, sometimes belonging to different 
persons. In that case there were five marks, a name, a 
coat of arms, a crest, a device of an elephant, and a range 
number, and there was also a heading of coloured thread, 
though this does not appear from the report. The 
Registration Acts and Rules had not contemplated the 
registration of the marks so grouped otherwise than 
singly; but the new rule provides for such “ combination 
stamps for cotton piece goods” being sent to the Man- 


chester office up to the lst of February, 1879, as should* 


be directed by the Commissioners of Patents. 

In the reign of James I. the Cutlers’ Company of 
Hallamshire was founded, and ever since that time it 
has exercised a predominant influence over the cutlery 
trade of Sheffield and the neighbourhood, almost even 
of the kingdom. From time to time its proceedings 
have been governed by a succession of Acts, passed in the 
years 1623, 1791, 1801, 1814, and 1860. These Acts em- 
power the company to assign cutlers’ marks, which are 
capable of assignment, at all events by a non-freeman 
of the company (Bury v. Bedford, 4 De G. J. & S. 352), 
by a process of surrender and re-assignment, and which, 
onthe owner’s death, pass to his widow for her life, and 
on her death, as the owner has directed by his will, or, 
in default of a will, in the same manner as his other 
personalty, except that only one member of the family 
can use the mark at the same time. 

The rights of the Cutlers’ Company are expressly re- 
served by the Registration Act of 1875, s. 9, and special 
provision is made by that section of the Act and by rules 
(46-56) for enabling the company efficiently to protect 
the interests of the cutlery trade in connection with the 
new system of registration of trade-marks, Opportunity 
is given of comparing Sheffield marks with marks sent 
in for registration in respect of goods included in the 
Cutlers’ Company's Acts, and the assignment by the 
company or registration by the Registrar of marks too 
similar to marks already registered or assigned re- 
spectively, is prohibited. Sheffield marks are allowed 
to be registered under the Registration Acts. 

The functions discharged by the Cutlers’ Company in 
respect of cutlers’ marks are very similar to those dis- 
charged by the Committee of Experts in respect of cotton 
marks; they make a critical examination of all marks 
forwarded to them from the Trade-Marks Registry 
Office, and if one of such marks appears to be too similar 
to one which is contained in their books, they give notice 





a 


to the proprietor of the mark with which they think the 
new one will conflict, in order that he may take steps to 
protect his rights. In the proceedings which follow they 
do not usually take part, but leave the matter to the 
party who is more immediately concerned; this was so 
in In re Jelley, Son, & Jones (M.R., May 18, 1878, 1 
Trade Marks, 346), In re Whiteley (M.R., Feb. 8, 1879), 
In re Rabone (M.R., Feb. 15, 1879). Where, however, 
they do take part in the proceedings, as in In re Rosing 
(V.C.B., July 11, 1878, 1 Trade Marks, 371; Court of 
Appeal, Nov. 13, 1878), they are not able, like the Com- 
mittee of Experts for cotton marks, to shelter 
themselves behind the Registrar of Trade-Marks, who, in 
the latter case, instructs counsel at the public expense, 
but they have to undertake the litigation at their own 
risk. Thus, in the case of In re Rosing, the Vice- 
Chancellor, having held that the company’s case failed, 
threw the costs upon the company, notwithstanding that 
it was urged that in what they had done they had 
been intending to act in the interest of the public; and 
although the Court of Appeal reversed the decision as to 
classes 12 and 13, and gave the appellants the costs of 
the appeal, they left them to bear their own costs of the 
motion in the court below, as the company abandoned 
their contention as to class 5 on the appeal. 

In coming to a conclusion as to the probability or im- 
probability of deception, it is especially advisable in the 
case of markson cutlery to look at the marks as actually 
stamped on the goods, as cutlers’ marks are usually im- 
preseed on the substance of the article, and not merely 
printed on tickets and wrappers. In Jn re. Jelley, Son, 
& Jones the Master of the Rolls used the following ex- 
pressions:—‘‘ When one comes to look at these two 
trade-marks on the files themselves—for, in my opinion, 
that is the right way to look at them—they appear to be 
a great deal too much alike to allow the new mark to be 
registered ; because, after all, these questions do not de- 
pend merely on evidence. You can always get as much 
evidence on one side as you can on the other—one set of 
experts say that the marks are alike, and the other side 
say that they are not; one side says that they are practi- 
cally undistinguishable in the stamping, and the other 
says if the stamping is carefully and well done they are 
perfectly distinct ; whereas in practice they are not par- 
ticularly well struck, and one must have regard, therefore, 
to practice, not merely to theory, on the subject.” And 
he repeated the same observations in the Court of Appeal 
in In re Rosing. If the marks, thus compared, appear 
to be too similar, registration will be refused, though the 
marks may appear sufficiently distinct as printed on 
paper, and though the applicant may have acted with the 
most perfect bona fides in the matter. Thus, in In re 
Rosing the proposed mark was the applicant’s family 
coat of arms, and in Zn re Jelley, Son, & Jones it was 
a mark which the applicants had long used on goods of 
a somewhat similar, though not the same, description. 
The refusal to register such marks applies, however, only 
to proposed new marks, or to a proposed registration of 
an old mark for classes of goods on which it has not pre- 
viously been used; where the mark is an old mark on 
the class of goods in respect of which the application is 
made, the application will either be granted in the ordi- 
nary form, as in Jn re Jelley, Son, & Jones (with respect 
to class 13), or, if possible, some division of the class will 
be made, or a note be entered on the register, so as to 
prevent a conflict between the marks, and yet to give to 
old marks the protection to which they are entitled. 

It is especially with regard to the classes in which 
metal articles are included, é.e., 5, 11, 12, and 13, that it 
has been found necessary and possible to impart elasti- 
city to the classification of the goods therein contained. 
This is, no doubt, occasioned by the great variety of 
trades concerned with such goods, and the necessity of 
grouping together in a limited number of classes in the 
schedule the differing articles manufactured in such 
trades, Reference may be made to Er parte Barrows 
(M.R., May 11, 1877, Weekly Notes, 1877, p. 119); Ja 
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re Jelley, Son, & Jones ; In re Lysaght (M.R., July 19, 
1878); In re Whiteley, and In re Rabone. It may be 
mentioned here that a similar difficulty having been ex- 
perienced with respect to the confusion of cotton yarn 
and thread in class 23 (see In re Brook, V.C.H., July 13, 
1878, 26 W. R. 791), a special rule was made, under 
date of August 15, 1878, by which the specification of 
the goods in that class is altered from ‘‘ cotton yarn and 
thread” to “cotton yarn and sewing cotton; such as 
cotton yarn and sewing cotton not on spools or reels, 
sewing cotton on spools or reels.’ A sub-division of 
class 23 for registration purposes is here clearly pointed 
at, and it is believed that the questions at issue in Jn re 
Brook were finally settled by means of such a sub- 
division. 

In In re Burys & Co. (Limited) (the cross adjourned 
summons to Jn re Rabone, brought on at the same time 
with that case) the marks sought to be registered by 
Burys & Co. were Sheffield marks, which had been as- 
signed to them by the defendant in Bury v. Bedford, 
but had not been surrendered by him to the Cutlers’ 
Company, nor re-assigned by the company to Burys & 
Co. ; and although registration, limited in point of locality, 
was granted to those marks, it was held that, inasmuch 
as Burys & Co.’s title to the marks was not recognized 
by the company till that process had been gone through, 
the registration must be deferred until their title was 
perfected. 








THE CHANCERY REGISTRARS’ OFFICE. 
Ir will be convenient to our readers to have the follow- 
ing list of the rooms occupied by the Registrars of the 
Chancery Division in the new building in Bell-yard :— 











Registrar or other Official. Floor of Building. | atl 
BEF. COE ovcnensecedeececse Court Floor. 117 
» Cobby...... penbbesanasea's Second Floor. 165 
gp ENE SSS ca pteecs ieee - 164 
97 JACKGON ..scesseeeseseoers 99 166 
BS rrr Court Floor. 125 
a eee ieeeicants Second Floor. 165 
3, Latham e...... ianesseee ee Court Floor. 126 
ae * See A AR ee 9 128 
9p PROEIWELO oa. cccees eGaesee aS 127 
3, Pemberton..... 68 oe aieaiare 99 118 
er er Second Floor. 156 
99: , WEED cb sccccccescvceccess ‘i 156 
Senior Clerk, Cause Books, &c.., Court. Floor. 135 
NN 5S aos sesistisn jiveke> 136 
Orders of Course ........e0e08 ° 138 
MUNGORINE BORG oo. c casie cece ccies 139 
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A moot will be held in Gray’s-inn Hall, on Fridsy next, 
at eight p-m., before Arthur Charles, Esq., Q.C., president, 
the question being, ‘‘ The defendant, the military superior of 
the pleintiff, acting in the course of his duty, but malici- 
ously and without reasonable cause, presented to the proper 
military authorities a report concerning the plaintiff, which 
was libellous. Can the plaintiff successfully maintain an 
action of libelagainst him?” (Dawkins v. Pawlet, L. R. & 
Q. B. 94). 

Lord Derby, presiding at Kirkdale Quarter Sessions, 
remarked that the number of prisoners for trial was 65 
against 82 in the corresponding period of last year, and 65 

n the year before. The cases were mostly of an ordinary 
character. The chief constable reported that the number of 
apprehensions by the police during the past quarter was 
3,614, as compared with 4,005 in the preceding quarter, and 
4,103 in the corresponding quarter of the past year, the 
decrease of 391 in the former period being shown in the 
offence of drunkenness (325) and assaults on the police (66). 
In the latter period the decrease of 489 was more than 


accounted for by the proceedings for drunkenness alone, 
for which offence there had been 571 less apprehensions, 
Lord Derby remarked that the report seemed to be gatis- 
factory, pointing to a diminution of crime. 











Law Stuvdent’s Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Rvuies MADE By THE INcorPoRATED Law Socierr 
FOR THE Honours EXAMINATION. 

Terms used in these rules have (unless inconsis tent 
with the context) the same meanings as they have in the 
regulations made by the society on the 27th of Novem. 
ber, 1877, as to the preliminary, intermediate, and final 
examination of persons intending to become solicitors of 
the Supreme Court (hereinafter referred to as ‘‘ the 
regulations ”’). 

1. From and after the 3lst of December, 1879, no 
honorary distinction (except local prizes already insti- 
tuted) will be awarded by the society to any candidate 
in respect only of the final examination. All honorary 
distinctions awarded by the society will—with the ex- 
ception mentioned—be awarded to candidates who pass 
the honours examination as hereinafter mentioned. 

2. From and after the 3lst of December, 1879, there 
shall be held in the hall of the society, or in such other 
place as the examination committee may from time to. 
time appoint, four voluntary examinations for honours in 
each year. Such examinations shall take place in the 
same weeks as those in which the final examinations are 
held, and as a general rule on the Friday in those weeks 
respectively. 

8. The committee shall, with the assistance (so far as 
they may think proper to resort to the same) of the 
examiner or examiners to be appointed for the purpose 
by the council, conduct the honours examinations. 

4. The council may, from time to time, by resolution, 
appoint such competent person or competent persons as 
they may see fit to be an examiner or examiners to assist 
the committee in the honours examination, and the 
council may at pleasure remove apy examiner s0. 
appointed. 

5. There shall be paid to every examiner so appointed, 
not being a member of the committee or of the council,. 
such remuneration as the council may from time to time, 
by resolution, prescribe. 

6. The honours examinations shall only be open to 
candidates who have not completed their twenty-sixth 
year, and shall be on the subjects specified for the final 
examinations in the regulations. 

7. Every candidate who is eligible, and desirous to 
compete for honours, shall, at the time when he gives 
notice of his desire to be examined at any final examina- 
tion, give notice in writing of his desire to be examined 
for honours. Forms of notice can be obtained at the 
office of the society. 

8. At each honours examination the candidates who,, 
in the opinion of the committee, are deserving of hono- 
rary distinction will be arranged in three classes, and 
for the purpose of this classification the marks obtained: 
by each candidate at the final examination will be taken 
into consideration, as well as those obtained by him at. 
the honours examination. 

9. The names of candidates placed in the first class: 
will be arranged in order of merit, and every candidate 
placed in that class will, in addition to a class certificate, 
receive a prize. 

The names of candidates placed in the second and. 
third classes, respectively, will be arranged alphabeti- 
cally, and every candidate placed in those classes will 
receive a class certificate. 

The certificate will be in the following or an equiva- 
lent form :— 

Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom. 

Honours Examination. 
By authority of the council I do hereby certify that 


of has passed the honours examination, . 
and was placed in the first [second or third] class. 
Dated this day of 18 . 
President, 


or Vice-President... 
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10. The names of all candidates who attain honorary 
distinction will be printed in the society’s annual report. 

11. At each honours examination the following prizes 
“will be awarded, unless in the opinion of the committee the 
standard attained should not justify the issue of any first 
class list :—The Clement’s-inn Prize (value £10 10s.) ; the 
Clifford’s-inn prize (value £5 5s.); and the New-inn 
Prize (value £5 5s.); or an additional society’s prize 
of like value. In addition, the society will give as many 
prizes (value £5 5s, each) as are required. The value of 
each prize will be expended by the society in the pur- 
chase of legal, historical, or constitutional works, to be 
selected by the successful candidate, and such works will 
‘be bound at the expense of the society, and be stamped 
with the arms of the society. 

12. In addition the following prizes will be awarded 
‘according to the result of tke honours examinations 
during the year, namely :— 

The Reardon Prize, being the dividend on £3,333 6s, 8d. 
consolidated bank annuities. 

The Scott Prize, being the dividend on £1,265 pre- 
ferential four and a half per cent. London, Brighton, and 
South Coast Railway Company’s Stock (1863). 

The Broderip Gold Medal, to be purchased with the 
dividend on £333 6s. 8d. reduced annuities, 

March 28, 1879. Joun Hottams, President. 





INNS OF COURT. 
Easter Examination, 1879. 


GENERAL Examination of Stupents of the [nns of Courr, 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the Ist, 2ad, 3rd, and 4th of 
April, 1879. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law:—Frederic William Barff, Harold Dingwall 
Bateson, Claude Villiers Emilius Bayley, James Kenyon 
Bourne, George Spencer Bower, Peter Burgers, George Cave, 
William Kellman Chandler, Edward Cunliffe-Owen, Henry 
Alfred Harding Goodridge, Charles Hardman Grafton, 
James Greenwood, Hon. Hubert George Edward Hanbury- 
Tracey, Claudius Shirley Harris, Ernest Hatton, Arthur 
McArthur Kingsmill, Joseph Lewis Arnold Lamy, John 
William Lodge, George Mason, Francis Herbert Padwick, 
Arthur Lindsay Palmes, Harry Arthur Pearson, Mohammed 
Lutfor Rahman, James Meadows Rendel, Charles Haring- 
ton Scafe, Arthur Gustavus Sieveking, Edward John Brook 
Smith, St. John Stephen, James Arthur Percival Stephens, 
Hon. Charles Hedley Strutt, of the Inner Temple; William 
Redhead Edmund Barker, Allan Edward Batchelor, Ernest 
Beard, Sidney Adolphus Boyd, Francis Leicester Butler, 
Archibald James Forman, Richard W. Giles, Julius 
Berkeley Hallé, Nathaniel Joseph Highmore, Sidney Jerrold, 
John Watson Loxdale, Alexander McMicking, Charles 
Newton, Arthur William Pleace, Robert Colin Ringrose, 
Archibald Robertson, Alfred Lucie Smith, and Herbert 
William Trenchard, of the Middle Temple ; William Gurney 
Angus, Richard Rideout Beard, Edward Balcombe Brown, 
Herbert Henry Child, Milverton Godfrey Dauglish, Thomas 
Raffles Hughes, Henry Mather Jackson, Herbert Harrison 
Kettlewell, Robert M:Cheane, Wilfred Leigh Pemberton, 


-John Hartley Sandwith, Edgar Rossiter Simpson, George 


James Suckling, Henry Spenser Wilkinson, Thomas Wood, 
and George Burgess Lancaster Woodburne, of Lincolo’s-inn ; 
and Charles Augustus Vansittart Conybeare, of Gray’s-inn, 
qs. 
The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the fol- 
lowing students certificates that they have satisfactorily 
assed a public examination:—Lewis Robert Abbey- 
illiams, Frank Smyth Baden-Powell, Arthur Tewdyr 
Davies Berrington, John Blackburn, Edward Towns Candy, 


‘George Howard Cartland, Douglas Harry Coghi!l, William 


Edward Davidson, John Arthur Fyler, Alfred William Gee, 
Woomish Chandra Ghose, Ernest William Godfrey, William 
Evans Hartopp, Arthur Russell Johnson, James Edward 
John Julian, Walter Charles Alan Ker, Andrew Douglas 
Lawrie, George Moffatt Rhys Layton, James William Low- 
ther, John McDonald, Hon. Robert Henry Manners-Sutton, 
Francis Burdett Thomas Money, Hon. Lucius Murrough 
O’Brien, James Ramsay Parsons, Henry Pigeon, Thomas 
Radford Potts, Moreton Richardson, Nelson Moore Richard. 
son, Ernest Alma Sayers, Balasundram Sam Shreenivassa, 
Clement Erskine Linwood Strong, William Francis Taylor, 


Herbert Thompson, Henry Wace, William Frederick Whet- 
ston, Arthur Williams, and Bowen Pottinger Woosnam, of 
the Inner Temple; Thomas Barrett-Lennard, Augustus 
Beddall, Frederick Vincent Budge, James Coen, James 
Erle-Benham, Ernest Henry Fishbourne, Edward Bruce 
Hindle, Rupert Edward Cooke Kettle, Frederick Lincoln, 
Frederick McDermott, Charles Lacy Smith, Nicholas Joseph 
Synnott, Cuthbert Bambridge Luke Tyerman, Alexander 
Ward, Walter Jameson Waterlow, William Knapman Will- 
cocks, and George Henry Withers, of the Middle Temple ; 
John Burton Barrow, William Bradford, James William 
Clark, Walter Charles Dare, Arthur Janion Edwards, 
William Embleton-Fox, George Denison Faber, William 
Hugh Fowle, Richard Burdon Haldane, James Lennox 
Hamilton, Avary William Holmes, Lawrence Colvile Jack- 
son, William Lambert, Henry Towry Law, Thomas William 
Maude, James Pratt, Aubrey John Spencer, George Henry 
Wallace, William Edward Washbourne, and Romer Edward 
Younghusband, of Lincoln’s-inn; Philip Foster Aldred, 
Charles Montague Lush, Charles Andrew Pope, and Thomas 
Terrell, of Gray’s-ipn, Esqs. 
By order of the Council, 
(Signed) JaMes ANDERSON, Chairman, pro tem. 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, April 21. 








Cases of the deck. 


Rieut or MarketT—INTERFERENCE—OPENING MARKET 
on DirrERENT Day To THAT oF OLD Market—lIngunc- 
TION.—In a case of Elwes v. Payne, before the Master of 
the Rolls on the 23rd inst.,a question arose as to whether 
the defendants had interfered with the plaintiffs’ right of 
market under the following circumstances. The plaintiffs 
had an ancient right of market for horses and cattle, dating 
from the reign of Henry III., enjoyed without interruption 
ever since, and their market was held every Thursday, The 
defendants were auctioneers, and had recently taken a lease of 
a piece of land larger than that where the ancient market was 
held, and had erected stalls for horses and cattle, and intended 
holding public sales by auction every Monday on their said 
premises. The plaintiffs had obtained an interim injunction 
to restrain the defendants from holding any such sales, on 
the ground of their being an interference with their right of 
market, and now moved to continue it to the hearing. The 
Master of the Rolls, after considering various black letter and 
other old reports, came to the conclusion that the state of the 
law was as follows :—That it was ipso facto a nuisance and 
actionable if where there was an existing market a man held 
another market on the same day, but that if the new market 
were intended to be held on a different cay, then it was 
necessary for the plaintiff to prove injury and actual damage 
to give him a right of action. As to the actual question 
whether what the defendants in the present case had done 
amounted to holding a market so as to amount to an injury, 
his lordship relied on a passage in Mr. Justice Blackburn’s 
judgmentin the caseof Fearonv. Mitchell (L.R.7 Q. B. 697), 
to show that the defendants were holding a rival market, and 
he was further of opinion that, on the evidence, sufficient 
evidence of injury had been shown. His lordship then, con- 
sidering on the balance of convenience less injury would be 
done by preventing the defendants from selling for a time 
than by allowing them to hold their sales and so perhaps 
inflict irreparable injury on the plaintiffs’ market, granted 
an injunction, as asked, until the hearing of the action, the 
plaintiffs giving the usual undertaking in damages. 











At the sitting of the Bradford County Court, on Tuesday, 
in an action brought by Alfred Owen Shalders, stuff mer- 
chant, Piccadilly, Bradford, against W. D. Todd, draper, 
Bourne, for the recovery of the sum of £13 3s. 5d., being 
goodssold on a bill of exchange, a note was read from the 
defendant addressed to the registrar, as follows :—Dear 
Sir, —Please hand these to a solicitor to defend case for me. 
Yours truly, W. D. Todd. Not plaintiff's solicitor, of course; 
any gentleman you think well.” Defendant also enclosed a 
note to the registrar as follows :—‘‘ Bourne, April 18, 1879. 
—Dear Sir,—-This claim I admit, and am unable to come to 
Bradford. Please defend for me or call upon Mr. Shalders. 
I offer £2 down and £2 a month, I cannot pay more, as I 
am paying into court to others. Please do the best for me. 
I will remit your charge—I am yours truly, W. D. Todd.” 





His Honour gave a verdict for the plaintiff. 
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THE CRIMINAL CODE. 


A MEMORANDUM has been issued by the Criminal Code 
Commissioners showing the principal changes proposed to 
be made in the existing law by the Criminal Code (In- 
dictable Offences) Bill as settled by them. They observe that 
this memorandum states most of the changes proposed to 
be made in the existing law by the above-mentioned Bill. 
Some minor alterations, however, are unnoticed, because 
they consist chiefly in the removal of slight defects and in- 
accuracies in the language of the various statutes which are 
substantially re-enacted. The following are the changes 
mentioned :— 

Section 5.—Abolishes all common law offences not pro- 
vided for by the Act. The effect of this will be to do away 
with the following offences :—Oppression at common law, 
extortion at common law, champerty, maintenance, being a 
common barrator, refusing to serve an office, being a common 
scold, refusing to receive a guest at an inn, and all con- 
spiracies, except those specifically mentioned in the Bill (as to 
which see sections 77, 79, 102, 126, 127, 149, 180, 284, 419, 
420, 421), or in some other statute. 

Section 8.—Directs the punishment of death to be in- 
flicted in private in all cases, and not, as at present, in cases 
of murder only. 

Section 9.—Abolishes sclitary confinement. It has already 
been practically superseded by 28 & 29 Vict. c. 126, 8. 17, 
which makes separate confinement general. 

Section 10.—Lays down a general rule as to the manner of 
flogeivg and whipping. 

Section 13.—Gives power to the court to discharge a 
prisoner without a verdict being given, if the court thinks 
the accused person deserves no more than a nominal punish- 
ment, such discharge to be equivalent to an acquittal. 

Section 15.—Embodies the existing law, but the law as to 
the effect of previous convictions is altered by provisions in 
various parts of the Act. At present every one who is con- 
victed of felony after a previous conviction for felony is liable 
to penal servitude for life. By the code, increased punish- 
ment is provided by several sections for persons convicted of 
certain specified offences after a previous conviction for any 
** offence involving dishonesty,” (See sections 6, 275, 308, 
380.) 

Section 17.—Forbids cumulative sentences to be passed so 
to inflict more than two years’ continuous imprisonment, 
and empowers the court to pass asentence of penal servitude 
instead of imprisonment. 

Section 23.—Abolishes the present plea that a married 
women acts under compulsion when she commits an offence 
in her husband’s presence, and lays down a definite rule 
as to the effect of compulsion in all cases. 

Sections 25—70.—This part of the Act in the main re- 
presents the existing law as to the circumstances which 
excuse or justify acts which would otherwise be crimes, 
and, more particularly, the law relating to the degree of 
foree which may be used in arresting offenders. Such 
alterations as it makes are, for the most part, made neces- 
sary by the abolition of the distinction between felonies 
and misdemeanonrse, There are, besides, a few special 
alterations in particular cases, notice of which will be 
given on the margin of the draft Bill which the commis- 
sioners propose to annex to their report. It lays down a 
definite rule as to the suppression of dangerous riots, not 
materially varying from Lord Chief Justice Tindal’s charge 
to the grand jary after the Bristol riots, but more explicit 
and complete. (See sections 48, 53), 

Section 71.—This repeals the old law as to accessories 
and principals ; substantially the same object is effected in 
a different way by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 94, 

Section 74.—Under the present law an attempt to com- 
mit an offence under circumstances making its commission 
imporsible—e.g., attempting to pick a pocket which bas 
not hing in it—is not an indictable offence. Section 74 
reverses this. 

Section 75.—The definition given of high treason omits 
treason by killing the Chancellor, &c., and treason by violat- 
ing the King’s eldest daughter, being unmarried. The 


definition is also so framed #8 to exclude the wide construc- 
tion put in some cuses upon the words of 26 Edw. IIL, st. 5, 
c. 2, as to levying of war. 

Section 78.—The offence of being accessory after the 
fact to treason is punished, not as at present with death, 
but with penal servitude for life as a maximum. The same 





punishment is given for misprision of treason (which is ree 
defined). 

Section 84.—It may be doubted whether this section does. 
not carry the law as to what constitutes an unlawful assembly 
a little further than it goes at present. 

Section 98.—This section makes it a specific offence to 
take part in or promote a prize fight. It is somewhat doubt- 
ful at present on what ground prize fights are illegal, though 
they have more than once been held to be so. 

Section 111.—Punishes judicial corruption with fourteen 
years’ penal servitude as a maximum ; the offence at pre- 
sent is a common law misdemeanonr. 

Section 112.—A similar punishment for corruption in. 
the case of ministerial officers of justice, 

Section 113.—Punishes official corruption with seven 
years’ penal servitude as a maximum, instead of fine and 
imprisonment, which is the present punishment. 

Section 119.—Defines perjury so as to omit the material- 
ity which is included in the present definition. 

Sections 120, 121.—Increase the maximum punishment 
of perjury from seven years’ penal servitude to penal servi- 
tude for life, where it is committed in order to procure a 
conviction for offences punishable with death or penal ser- 
vitude, and to fourteen years in all other cases. 

Section 125.—Creates the offence of fabricating evidence. 
punishable with seven years’ penal servitude as a maximum 
(e.g-, ® man puts a ballet in a particular place in order to- 
cause it to be believed that A., who fired a gun to frighten: 
B., fired it with intent to murder him), 

Sections 127, 128.—Provide increased maximum punish- 
ment (from imprisonment with hard labour to seven years’ 
penal servitude) for conspiracies and other attempts to per- 
Vert justice. 

Sections 135, 136, 138.—Several alterations are made in 
the law as to escapes and rescues by these sections, which 
punish peace officers and officers of prisons facilitating the 
escape of prisoners more severely than other such 
offenders. 

Section 141.—This provision for the punishment of 
blasphemous libels is substituted for 9 & 10 Will. 3, 
cap. 85, as amended by 35 Geo. 3, cap. 100. By these 
Acts the expression of certain opinions on religious subjects 
is subjected to punishment. By section 141 blasphemous 
libels are punished; but the expression, in decent language, 
of religious opinions, is protected. 

Section 144.—The present punishinent for unnatural 
offences is ten years’ penal servitude as a minimum, The 
minimum punishment is abolished by this section. 

Section 146.—Acts of indecency are at present in- 
dictable only if committed in a public place. By sub-section 
(4) of this section they are made punishable if they are done 
with intent to insult or offend any person anywhere. 

Section 147.—This section is believed to represent the 
law as to publishing obscene productions, but it states it 
more distinctly than it has hitherto been stated. 

Section 148.—By the present law (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 
49) it is an indictable offence “by false pretences, false 
representations, or other fraudulent means, to procure any 
woman or girl under 21 years of age to have illicit carnal 
connection with any man.” ‘This section prefixes the words 
“from motives of lucre” to the words quoted, 

Section 152.—Declares that non-repuir of highways and 
other such nuisances are not to be deemed to be criminal 
offences, though they are proceeded against by indictment. 

Section 153.—Subjects the offence of selling things unfit 
for food to hard labour as well as imprisonment. 

Section 158.—Is believed to state in substance the present 
law as to indignities to dead bodies; yet it does so in rather 
more general terms than those in which the law has hitherto 
been stated. 4 

Section 161.—Confines the duties of masters to provide 
necessaries for apprentices to apprentices under 16 years of 
age. The obligation is not so confined by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 
100, s. 26, which was founded on 14 & 16 Vict. c. 11, 8.1, 
passed soon after the conviction of Sloane for ill-treating a 
servant. 

Section 168.—Decides that it is not murder to procure a 
person’s death by false evidence. This may, perhaps, be 
regarded a8 a moot question at present. 

Section 170.—Settles the case as to 
ence on the mind. 

Sections 174, 175.—Define murder in such a manner as 


killing by any infla- 





to avoid some of the constructions put upon the expression 
“ malice aforethought.’ 
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Section 176.—By the present law it is doubtful whether 
‘any provocation, except a blow or the sight of adultery, will 
reduce murder to manslaughter. Section 176 makes, “any 
‘wrongful act or insult of such a nature as to deprive an 
-ordinary person of the power of self-control’’ sufficient for 
that purpose. 

Section 183.—Providesa punishment for aiding suicide. 
As the law now stands, this offence makes the offender an 
caccessory before the fact to murder. 


Sections 185, 186.—These sections punish women who 
neglect to obtain assistance in childbirth with intent that 
the child should not live, or with intent to conceal the 
fact of the birth of the child. They are intended to pro- 
vide for cases of child murder which, in the present state 
of the law, often go unpunished. 

Section 188.—By the present law (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, 
8. 21, 22), attempts to strangle, &c., in order to commit a 
crime, are punishable by penal servitude for life and flogging. 
Section 188 extends this to attempts to render persons in- 
capable uf resistance to crimes by violent means other than 
attempts to strangle. 


(To be continued.) 








Obituarp. 


MR. GEORGE HADFIELD. 


Mr. George Hadfield, solicitor, died at Manchester on the 
21st inst. Mr. Hadfield was the son of the late Mr. Robert 
Hadfield, of Sheffield, where he was born in 1786. He served 
his articles with Mr. John Shearwood, of Sheffield, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1809, and practised for over forty 
years at Manchester, in partnership, first, with Mr. James 
Knight, next with Mr. James Grove, and finally with his 
son, Mr. George Hadfield, jun. He contested Bradford in 
‘the Liberal interest, in 1835, but was defeated, his opponent 
being Mr. Hardy, the father of Lord Cranbrook. Sub- 
sequently, Mr. Hadfield devoted himself earnestly to aiding 
in the task of securing the repeal of the Corn Laws, and 
took a prominent part in the formation of the Anti-Corn 
Law League. Perhaps, says the Leeds Mercury, the most 
active public labour of Mr. Hadfield’s life was spent in the 
many years of litigation and controversy respecting the 
alienation of Lady Hewley’s and other charities, a dispute 
which was only settled by the passing of the Dissenters’ 
Chapels Act of 1844. In the framing of this enactment 
Mr, Hadfield gave zealous assistance. In 1852 he was sent 
to Parliament by the electors of his native town, and con- 
tinued 'to represent it until the dissolation of the last 
Parliament, in the early part of 1874, when, owing to con- 
siderations cf age, he refrained from seeking re-election. In 
Parliament Mr. Hadfield acted with the advanced Liberal 
party. Hewasa prominent member of the Congregational body, 
and was treasurer of the Independent College at Manchester. 
His views both on political and religious questions were very 
firmly held. The journal from which we have already 

uoted says that, “ As showing the firmness with which he 
clung to his political convictions, it is interesting to recall 
that at one time they almost led to his being ‘cut off with a 
shilling’ by'the uncle from whom he inherited his property, 
‘but his evident conscientiousness in a manfal determination 
‘to abide by his principles induced the relation to alter his 
mind.” Mr. Hadtield was a frequent speaker in the House, 
and his knowledge and experience caused his advice to 
be much appreciated when questions of legal reform were 
before Parliament. He introduced the last Act relating to 
the registration of judgments, and gave great help in passing 
‘the Common Law Procedure Act of 1854. He was also the 
author of the Qualification for Offices Abolition Act of 1866. 


MR. WILEIAM RIDOUT WILLS. 
Mr. William Ridont Wills, solicitor, of Birmingham, 


‘who committed suicide on the 1st inst., was the eldest 


#on of the late Mr. William Wills, solicitor, of Birming- 
ham, and an -elder brother of Mr. Alfred Wills, Q.O. 
He was born in 1824, was educated at University 
College, London, and graduated B.A. of the Univer- 
#ity of London in 1843. He was admitted a solicitor 
‘in 1846, and was for several years in partnership with his 
father, but at a more recent date he was associated in 











business with Mr. Edwin Cotterill Newey. Mr. Wills re- 
sided at Sutton Coldfield, and disappeared from home 
on the 1st inst., and on the 15th his body was found in the 
keeper’s pond at Satton-park. An inquest was held, and 
the jury returned a verdict that Mr. Wills destroyed him- 
self while in @ state of temporary insanity. The deceased 
had been for several weeks in a state of depression, He 
was greatly and deservedly respected in Birmingham, 


UR. ARNOLD PARKER. 


Mr, Arnold Parker, solicitor, of Sheffield, died at 
Kenyon-house, Briercliffe, on the 17th ult. Mr, Parker was 
the son of Mr. Thomas Parker, solicitor, and was born in 
1831. He was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and had ever 
since practised at Sheffield. He was formerly in partuership 
with his father, after whose death he was joined by Mr. 
Joseph Brailsford, jun. Mr. Parker was a commissioner 
for oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, and a 
perpetnal commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire, 
and he had succeeded his father in the office of clerk to the 
Rotheram and Wortley Turnpike Roads. His private prac- 
tice was large, his firm being solicitors to the South York- 
shire and Derbyshire Brewers’ Association, the Norfolk 
Building Societies, the Hallamshire and Sheffield Building 
Societies, and the Sheffield Estate Company. 


os 


MR. WILLIAM WHISTON. 


Mr. William Whiston, solicitor, of Derby, died at his 
residence, The Gardens, Osmaston-road, on the 12th inst. 
Mr. Whiston was the son of Mr. William Whiston, solicitor, 
of Derby, and was born in 1805. He was for several years in 
partnership with his father, and subsequently with Mr. 
Henry Wilmot Whiston, and more recently with his son, 
Mr. William Harvey Whiston (who was admitted in 1865), 
and with Mr. Thomas Cooper ; but he retired from practice 
about five years ago. Mr. Whiston succeeded his father in 
the office of clerk to the County Magistrates at Derby, and 
was for several years one of the coroners for the county. 
Both offices are now held by Mr. W. H. Whiston, whois also 
clerk to the Litchurch Local Board. Mr. Whiston took an 
active part in all local matters. He was for several years 
vice-chairman of the Derby Burial Board, and was alsoa 
member of the Derby Board of Guardians. He was a liberal 
donor to religious and charitable undertakings, and was 
greatly esteemed by all classes in the town. He was buried 
at the old cemetery on the 17th inst., and a large number 
of professional and other friends being in attendance, 








Appointurents, Ete. 





Mr. Briecs Cart, solicitor, of Hull, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Hull School Board. Mr. Carlill 
was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. ALFrep Drew, solicitor, of 11, John-street, Bedford- 
row, has been elected Vestry Clerk of the District Parish of 
Holy Trinity, Gray’s-inn-road. Mr. Drew was admitted a 
solicitor in 1857. 


Mr. Tuomas Inete, solicitor, of 458, Old Kent-road, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Witt1am Tuearssy Poors, solicitor, of Carnarvon, 
has been appointed a Magistrate for Carnarvonshire. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1847, but has recently retired 
from practice. He was for several years clerk of the peace 
for Carnarvonshire, and clerk to the Sub-divisional Meetings 
of Lieutenancy. 


Mr. Cartes Horsrow Sranton, barrister, has been 
appointed a Magistrate for Gloucestershire. Mr. Stanton is 
the eldest son of the late Mr. Charles Stanton. He was 
educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated 
third class in-classics in 1848. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-ian in Michaelmas Term, 1851, and formerly 

ractised on the Oxford Circuit and at the Gloucester and 
orcester Sessions. Mr. Stanton has been for several years 
an Assistant Endowed Schools Commissioner. 


Mr. Francis Warts, solicitor, of Newton Abbott, has 
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been appointed Deputy Coroner for the Totness Division of 
Devonshire. Mr. Watts was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. BensamIn Puitie Woop, solicitor (of the firm of 
Billinghurst & Wood), 7, Bucklersbury, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Conrt 
of Judicature. 

Mr. Jonn Prescop Woon, solicitor, of York, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknow- 
ledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the East 
Riding of Yorkshire and the City of York. 








Suciteties. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society held at the Law Institu- 
tion, on the 22nd inst., Mr. S. Garrett, M.A., in the 
chair, the question for debate was:—‘* A bequest of stock 
and furniture to trustees for the separate use of a married 
woman without power of anticipation, Can she dispose of 
the furniture absolutely during the coverture ?’’—the case 
cited being In re Ellis’ Trust (L. R. 17 Eq. 409). Mr. A. M. 
Ellis, LL.B., and Mr. A. J. Evans supported the affirmative, 
and Mr. J. P. Thornton and Mr. Heppell the negative. 
The case chicfly relied upon by the former was In re 
Croughton’s Trusts (L, R. 8 Ch. D. 460), and by their 
opponents Baggett v. Meux (1 Ph. 627). Mr. Napier, Mr. 
Bower, and Mr. Royle further spoke in the negative, and 
Mr. Cowdell in the affirmative. At the conclusion of the 
debate the opener replied, and the question was put to the 
meeting, when the votes were equal, and the chairman gave 
his casting vote for the negative. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


This society held a meeting at the Law Institution on 
Monday last under the presidency of Mr. H. J. Gidney. 
The subject for discussion was as follows :—‘‘ The owner 
of a lawn mower exhibits it in proper working order in a 
public market for sale, and leaves it for a few minutes. 
Daring his absence some children play with the machine, 
and one gets injured. Is the owner liable for the injury 
done to the child?” Mr. Foa opened the debate in the 
affirmative, and was supported by Mr. Tillotson, while 
Mesers. Randle, Nevey, and E. H. Quicke opposed. Mr. 
Foa then replied. The motion was put to the meeting, 
and carried in the affirmative by a majority of one. 

On Wednesday, the 23rd inst., the society held its usual 
weekly meeting at Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand, Mr. W. C. 
Owen presiding. Mr. W. Dowson opened the following 
subject for discussion :—“ That it is desirable that the Bill 
introduced by the Lord Chancellor for extending the juris- 
diction of county courts should become law.” Mr. Dowson 
was supported by Messrs. Ashton Cross and Kaius-Jackson, 
and opposed by Messrs. Jones, Baker, and Owen. The 
question, on being put to the vote, was carried by a ma- 
jority of one. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At an ordinary meeting of this society, held in the library 
of the Birmingham Law Society, cn the 22nd inst. W. E. 
Ball, Esq., barrister, in the chair, after the election of two 
new members, the chairman announced that the prize for 
the annual essay in connection with this society had been 
awarded by J. Foxdale Warren, Esq. (who read through 
the essay-), to Mr. W. Showell Rogers ; and in presenting 
it to that gentleman, Mr. Ball made some interesting and 
instructive remarks on the History of the Doctrine of 
Separate Use, which was the subject of the essays, After 
the discussion of other special business a vote of thanks to 
the chairman concluded the meeting. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 

The following observations have been issued by this 
society on the Summary Jurisdiction Bill, 1879 :— 

This Bi!) will effect several important reforms, notably in 

giving power to substitute fines for imprisonment and to try 








all petty indictable offences, the mode of enforcing recog. 
nizances, the extension of the right of appeal, and the 
amendment of procedure. The following suggestions and 
criticisms upon the Bill are respectfully submitted for the 
consideration of the Select Committee of the House of 
Commons to which the Bill is referred. 

Section 6.—The last paragraph in this section would be 
more intelligible if the words ‘‘in manner directed” were 
inserted after the word ‘‘ extends,” in the tenth line. 

Section 7.—We are unable to appreciate the grievance 
intended to be remedied by this section. The justices have 
power to mitigate fine and costs, and to remit them altogether. 
ff in trivial cases it is the rule that the court direct all fees 
payable by the informant to be remitted, it will be an induce- 
ment to persons to bring forward trivial cases, as is com- 
monly done, for the purpose of annoyance or spite, or to 
extort money. There is at present a salutary check, ia 
complainants being liable for costs in dismissed cases. The 
last paragraph only, “ The court may order the fine or any 
part thereof to be paid to the informant, in or towards the 
payment of his costs,” might be usefully retained. 

Section 8.—In connection with this section should be one 
empowering the court to order the payment of costs by a 
defendant directed to find sureties to keep the peace. At 
present a complainant has to pay the costs, although the 
threats may have been of the most outrageous character. 

Section 9.—There are many cases of breaking down 
fences, damaging corn, stealing fruit, and other like cases, 
within the Acts commonly called the Larceny Act and the 
Malicious Injuries Act, which would be best dealt with, in 
the case of boys, by flogging. [The Larceny Act (24 & 25 
Vict. c. 96), ss. 12, 14, 15, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 33 to 37, 
The Malicious Injuries Act (24 & 25 Vict. c. 97), ss. 22 to 
25, 37, 38, 41, 52, 63.] To effect this either the word 
‘tindictable” in the twenty-ninth line should be omitted, 
or after the word ‘‘homicide” in the same line should be 
added the words “ any offence punishable on summary con- 
viction.” The words in the fifteenth to the seventeenth 
lines, “Do you desire the child to be tried by a jury and 
object to the case being dealt with summarily ?’’ should be 
** Do you wish the child to be tried by a jury at the sessions. 
at or tried here?” In the thirtieth and thirty-fifth 
lines the word “ indictable” should be omitted. 

Section 10.— Fourteen” in the nineteenth line, should 
be “sixteen” years. The cases in which flogging would 
have a good effect are those of boys between fourteen and 
sixteen even more than under fourteen. ‘“ Do you desire to 
be tried by a jury, or do you consent to the case being dealt 
with summarily ?” should be “‘ Will you be tried by a jury 
at the sessions at or tried here ?”’ 

Section 11.—The like. 

Section 12.—“ Desires to do so,” in the 28th line, should 
be “ wishes to do so.” 

Section 13.—“ You are charged with an offence in respect 
of the commission of which youare entitled, if you desire it, 
instead of being dealt with summarily, to be tried by a jury. 
Do you desire to be tried by a jury ?” should be ‘* You can,. 
if you wish, be tried by a jury at the sessions [or assizes] 
at Do you wish to be tried by a jury there or 
tried here ?” 

Section 15.—The mode of recovering costs from a com- 
plainant, in a dismissed case, is a matter of some doubt. It 
is very desirable to have power to enforce payment of costs 
by acomplainant. This could be done by the insertion in 
the seventh line, after “information,” of the words ‘‘ or 1s 
ordered to be paid by a complainant or informant,” 

Section 16.—The maximum of seven should be twenty- 
eight days. For instance, in cases under the Vagrant Act, 
the defendants usually are unknown to the police and have 
no settled place of abode, consequently they would in many 
cases have to remain in custody, without bail, until the next 
Petty Sessions. The case might be met by a defeadant 
having power to elect to be tried by a magistrate out of 
Petty Sessions, or at Petty Sessions. 

Section 21.—The application should be to the same court, 
otherwise one court may hear applications, as it were, 20 
appeal from another. ‘Ihe complainant and his witnesses 
would be liable, as this section stands, to be called upon to 
travel a distance of, say, thirty or forty miles to be present 
at@ re-hearing. 5 

The grievance intended to be remedied is that of magis- 
trates requiring sureties for, say, six months, and ime 
prisonment during that period in default of finding sureties. 
In practice, if, at the rising of a court, a defendant cannot 
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find sureties, the six months is reduced to, say, fourteen 
days. The case would be met by giving power to justices 
to order sureties for a certain period, and imprisonment in 
default for a lesser period. 

Section 28.—There should be power to serve a witness 
summons out of the district of the justice issuing it, with- 
out the necessity of obtaining the indorsement of the court 
of the district in which it is served. Inthe case of a witness 
summons under the Bastardy Act, no such indorsement is 
required—7 & 8 Vict. c. 101. As the section stands, this 
indorsement could only be made in court, that is, in petty 
sessions, which in counties is not oftener than once a week. 

The words in the twenty-first, twenty-second, twenty- 
third, and twenty-fourth lines, ‘‘ and any court of summary 
jurisdiction for the county, borough, or place in which the 
witness may be, may, on proof on oath of the signature tu 
the summons, indorse the summons,” and also the words in 
the twenty-fifth line, “so indorsed,” should be omitted. 
Under the present law, a warrant for disobedience of a wit- 
ness sammons, but not a summons, requires indorsement 
when issued in one county and executed in another. 

Section 31, sub-section 3.—It is of the first importance 
to simplify and shorten and render intelligible to non-legal 
persons all the forms used in a court of summary jurisdiction, 
and not merely the warrant of commitment only. 

This sub-section 3 should be, ‘‘ A summons warrant cf 
apprehension or of distress or commitment or a conviction 
or order shall not be held void by reason of any defect 
therein if it state the offence in compliance with the first 
sub-section of this section, and in case of a warrant of 
distress or commitment or conviction or order, that the 
offender has been convicted or order made, and there is a 
good and valid conviction or order to sustain the same.” 

Section 38.—In the third and fourth lines, instead of 
“registrar of county court,” it should be a ‘‘ clerk of a court 
of summary jurisdictiov.” 

At present, a summons is prepared in the office of the 
clerk to the justices, acd signed by a magistrate as of 
course, In many cases much time is expended in finding a 
magistrate. As the clerk is responsible for the issue of a 
summons, it is desirable it should be signed by him. 

Previous to the passing of the Justices’ Clerks Act, when 
a clerk was paid by fees and not by salary, it might have 
been said he had a pecuniary interest in issuing a summons, 
but, being now paid by salary, he can bave no such 
interest. 

First ScuEDULE. 

To the first column should be added, ‘‘ obtaining by false 
pretences any money or chattel,” also ‘‘ attempting to 
obtain by false pretences any money or chattel.” 

The following offences should be added to the second 
column :— 

“Obtaining by false pretences any money or chattel not 
exceeding in value forty shillings.” 

“ Attempting to obtain by false pretences any money or 
chattel not exceeding in value forty shillings.” 

“Obstructing or resisting, or rescuing or attempting to 
rescue a prisoner from a constable acting in the execution of 
his duty, or aiding, inciting, or encouraging any other 
person to do so.” In the metropolis only these cases can 
now be dealt with summarily. 

“ Indecent assault” should be added to the second column. 
This will not include attempt to rape, carnally know a 
child under twelve years, or attempt to do so. 

It has become the practice to deal with indecent assaults 
summarily by treating them as aggravated assaults, There 
may be some doubt whether this practice can be justified. 





LONDON AND PROVINCIAL LAW 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The thirty-third annual meeting of the above society was 
held on Wednesday last, The report stated that the society 
had granted during the year 107 new policies, assuring 
£154,790, and yielding in premiums £6,335 5s. 6d. The net 
premium revenue amounted to £78,470 17s. 6d., and the total 
revenue from all sources was £116,358 18s. 1ld. The net 
charge upon the society (after deducting re-assurances) for 
death claims and bonuses, was £70,039 4s. 5d. The 
proprietors’ and assurance funds, on December 31, 1878, 
together amounted to £863,752 10s, 6d., and showed an in- 
crease of £27,969 10s, 10d. in the year. The general 
securities and investments were returning an average rate of 
intorest of £4 17s, 6d. per cent. per annum, 








THE CONSTABULARY STATISTICS. 


Tue repor's of the inspectors of constabulary for the year 
ending at Michaelmas, 1878, have recently been presented, 
and exhibit the usual stati§tics as to the prevalence of crime 
and drnnkenness. The returns for the respective districts 
again show an abseuce of uniformity in the mode of making 
up the returns, and it is to be wished that instructions as te 
the form of the statistics could be issued by the Home Office 
to each inspector. The progress of crime has varied to 
considerable extent in the different districts. In the 
Eastern and Midland Counties and North Wales Lieut.-Col. 
Cobbe states that the number of indictable offences reported 
to the police, which had f«llen from 7,799 in 1876 to 7,495 
in 1877, increased last year to 8,106, the actual apprehen- 
sions rising from 4,446 in 1877 to 4,582 in 1878 ; and in the 
Northern district Captain Elgee reports a decrease of the 
reported offences from 21,260 to 21,065, and in the number 
of apprehensions from 9,894 to 9,796 ; and there is also a 
slight decrease in Captain Willis’s district, which includes 
the South of England and South Wales, Here the reported 
cases fell from 6,418 to 6,354, and the apprehensions from 
4,272 to 4,263. This will present for the whole of England 
and Wales an increase in the number of indictable offences 
from 35,173 to 35,523, being a difference of 350. There is 
the usual unsatisfactdry discrepancy between the number of 
offences reported to the police and the number of persons 
actually apprehended, a variation which becomes more 
startling on an examination of the returns from some of the 
larger towns and counties, Thus in Staffordshire (excluding 
the boroughs) there were 1,122 crimes reported, but only 
491 persons apprehended ; in Birmingham there were 1,746 
offences and 495 arrests, and the respective totals were 
4,150 and 1,630 at Liverpool; 4,625 and 1,139 at Man- 
chester ; and 164 and 56 at Swansea. Among the boroughs 
the largest number of offences is returned by Manchester, 
bat, on the other hand, the towns of Daventry, Pwllheli, 
Falmouth, Helston, St. Ives, and Tenterden were entirely 
free from indictable crimes. Some of the reports from the 
Northern district are especially satisfactory ; thus at Hull 
the reported offences fell from 290 to 282, while at Lan- 
caster they fell from 27 to 16, and at Newcastle from 890 to 
607, although at Manchester they rose from 4,436 to 4,625. 
The city of Bristol also displays a creditable improvement, 
the total of offences being only 830, as against 1,169 in the 
previous year, 

The usual statistics are furnished as to offences which are 
summarily punishable. Lieut.-Col. Cobbe reports an in- 
crease in the conv‘ctions from 97,551 to 102,151, including 
17,334 in S:affordshire and 12,736 at Birmingham. In the 
Northern district the total number of convictions wag 
264,174, the result of the previous year’s statistics on this 
subject not being given in the returns. Out of the 264,174 
convictions, 40,773 took place in Lancashire, and 34,856 at 
Liverpool. Captain Willis reports an increase of 7,164, the 
convictions having risen from 73,549 to 80,713, concurrently 
with a slight falling off in the number of indictable offences, 
and the summary convictions in England and Wales 
throughout the year reached a total of 447,038. Lient.- 
Col. Cobbe points out that the summary convictions include, 
not only assaults on the police and charges of drankenness 
(the statistics of which are given under separate heads), but 
also many minor offences, as to which the police have taker 
no action, and he adds, ‘To show the real state of crime it 
would be advisable to make an alteration in the form of the 
tables, introducing columns for the record of cases dealt with 
under the Criminal Justice Act.” 


The statistics of drunkenness are of less interest than 
usual, since they are not accompanied by any com- 
ments from the inspectors themselves. In Lieut.-Col. 
Cobbe’s district (where there were no less than 34,939 
licensed houses), there were 26,239 convictions for 
drunkenness, as compared with a total of 27,785 in the 
previous year. In Captain Elgee’s district there were 
39, 246 licensed houses, and 98,178 convictions for drunken- 
ness, proceedings not being stated, there having been 
104,920 persons convicted for this offence in 1877. In 
Captain Willis’s district the convictions rose from 20,038 
to 20,127, there having been a gradual but steady increase 
for the last four years, The results of these statistics are 
on the whole satisfactory, the convictions throughout 
England and Wales having fallen from 152,744 to 144,544 
but the individual towns and counties exhibit great 








) 
| 



























506 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 





April 26, 1879, 











fluctuations Thus in Staffordshire the convictions fel! 
from 5,249 to 4,846, in Manchester they fell from 7,495 to 
6,976, at Birmingham they fell from 3,132 to 2,380, and in 
Lancashire there were 818 as against 948 in the previous 
year. On the other hand, the numbers rose from 59 to 82 at 
Lynn, from 201 to 333 at Yarmouth, 592 to 647 at Wolver- 
hampton, and from 14,372 to 15,394 at Liverpool, which 
town has the unenviable distinction of exhibiting the 
largest number of convictions for drankenness during the 
year. 

The inspectors give the usual details as to the working 
of the Prevention of Crimes Acts, although here, again, 
the statistics for each district are not given in the same 
form. Lieut.-Col. Cobbe states that 595 persons 
under police supervision, and 521 licensed convicts have 
resided in his district during the year. Out of the latter 
number 38 convicts have been re-committed to prison for 
fresh offences, and 14 for breach of licence; but as re- 
gards the former class the inspector points out that as 
persons changing their residence are called upon to report 
themselves afresh, several may have been taken into 
account twice over. Captain Elgee states that 496 licensed 
convicts were resident in his district in September, 1878, 
as compared with 494 a year previously. Eighty-two 
convicts have been imprisoned for new offences, and 29 
licences have been revoked for misconduct. Of persons 
ander supervision, 1,057 reported themselves during the 
year. Captain Elgee reports the residence of 185 licensed 
convicte, being a decrease of 9 as compared with the 
previous year, and of 282 licensed convicts, being a de- 
erease of 38. Twenty-three of the former class, and 54 of 
the latter class, were re-committed to prison during the 
year. 








THE IRISH CORONERS. 


Ox the 15th inst. a deputation, representing the County 
Coroners’ Association of Ireland, waited at the Castle on the 
Attorney-General for Ireland, for the purpose of laying 
before him the grievances of which the body have to com- 
plain as judges between the Crown and the people, and to 
impress on him the necessity of having some clauses inserted 
in the English Coroners Bill before Parliament so as to make 
it applicable to Ireland. The deputation was received at 
three o’clock, and introduced by Mr. Swanzy (chairman of 
the association). Mr. Fitzgerald (hon. secretary) read the 
memorial adopted at a meeting of the coroners of Ireland, 
held the previous day in the Angel Hotel. The memorial- 
ists set forth that the salary of each coroner should in no 
ease be less than £100 a year, and that as in many large 
counties and populous districts the duties of the coroner far 
exceed those performed in other and smaller districts, the 
salary should be increased in snch proportions as to his 
Grace the Lord-Lientenant should seem fit. The mileaze 
allowance payable to each coroner attending an inquest should 
be similar to that allowed to the English coroners, that is 9d. 
per statute mile going to and returning from inquests. After 
the age cf 60 years the coroner should be entitled to receive 
a superznnuation allowance equal to two-thirds of his salary, 
provided he shall have served as coroner for a period of 20 
years, and to a sum equal to his full salary after he has 
arrived at the age of 70 years, having served 25 years, or at 
am earlier age if he be incapacitated from sccident, 
disease, or natural infirmity. The memorialists further 
wught powers to enable them to appoint a deputy, as 
practised in England, the coroner paying the deputy. As 
to the matter of taking bail, that the same powers should 
le exercised by the coroners as are allowed to justices of the 

e in cases of homicide. Further, that schedule C, 9 
& 10 Viet. c. 27, be revises, as the sums for incidental 
expenses are therein too small. Mr. Swanzy represented 
that the claims of the coroners had been supported . nearly 
every Member of Parliament in Ireland, their grievances and 
claims on the Crown being of long standing. There were 
eighty-six coronera in Ireland, all of whom felt the bard- 
shige which had been imposed on them by the law, snd 
while their duties were very extensive, and in every instance 
erivical and onerous, their salarica were not in any way 
eommensnrate with those dutics. The necessity of giving 
the coromers powers similar to thone possessed by magis- 
trates in admitting prisoners arrested on charges of homicide 
w bail was fully brought before the Attorney-General. A con- 











versation ensued between the right hon. Mr. Gibson and the 
members of the deputation relative to the grievances com- 
plained of by the coroners. The deputation explained 
that they only sought to have clauses inserted in the 
Bill before Parliament so as to make it applicable to Ireland. 


“Mr. Gibson having consented to use his endeavours on 


behalf of the memorialists, and the members, having thanked 
oe the great attention and courtesy he had shown them, 
withdrew. 





Zeqal Pews. 


The Gloucestershire Law Society, with a view to pro- 
moting professional education, by holding out an additional 
inducement to the articled clerks of members of that society 
to attain the highest standards, offers, subject to regulations, 
a prize of five gnineas to each such clerk to whom, on his 
final examination, the council of the Incorporated Law 
Society shall award one of the prizes at their disposal, and 
a prize of three guineas to each such clerk to whom the 
council shall award a certificate of honorary distinction. 


The following letter has been addressed from the General 
Post-office to Mr. Morley, M.P.:—‘ General Post-office, 
E.C., April 16.—Sir,—Tbhe Postmaster-General, having 
carefully considered the views expressed by the deputation 
which you introduced to him on the 8th inst. respeoting 
the restrictions proposed to be laid down in regard to 
printed circulars sent by book-post, and having caused 
farther inquiries to be made upon the subject, I am directed 
to acquaint you that his lordship has come to the conclusion 
that it will be expedient to withdraw the notice to the 
public and the instructions to postmasters recently issued 
respecting circular letters, and to propose to the Treasury 
that fresh regulations should be made with the view of 
rendering the book-post more usefal and convenient for the 
public. —[{ have the honour to be, Sir, your obedient ser- 
vant, JoHN TILLEy.” 


The Times says that an ingenious system of recording 
deeds has been invented by Mr. Thomas A. Dillon, an officer 
of the Irish Registration of Deeds Department. Mr. Dillon 
having been summoned to give evidence before the parlia- 
mentary committee on land transfer and title (of which 
committee Mr. Osborne Morgan is chairman) brought over 
his apparatus with him for the inspection of the committee. 
As explained by Mr. Dillon, his system consists, firstly, in 
copying all deeds by photography, and preserving the copies 
in miniature. Thess copies are, by a special process of 
photographic chemistry, converted into thin metallic sheets 
on which the letters are indented, and from which enlarged 
copies can be made whenever required. The second step is 
the system of indexing, and this 1s divided into a mechanical 
index of names of persons and names of places, and a book 
index similarly arranged. Both these indices are compiled 
in legible type characters produced from stereotype plates, 
and arranged in alphabetical order. The mechanical index 
consists of a framing or case about five feet high and three 
feet wide, and the same depth from front to back. ‘There is 
a small handle on either side, one of which (that on the left 
side) rotates the index of names, while that on the right 
rotates the list of places. Both lists are embossed in 
type characters on what Mr. Dillon calls brass paper, 
which is thin sheet brass coated with paper, and 
which is wound from an upper on to a lower roller, 
or vice versd, as ray be necessary, The indices are 
read from the front of the apparatus through a plate of glass, 
which prevents their being touched, and they are otherwise 
securely enclosed. he handles can be rotated at high 
speeds in searching, as it ie not necessary for the eye to 
follow the travel of the index, there being a couple of indica- 
tors moving at slow speeds along two Sntocatal scales on @ 
level with the eye of the operator. One of these scales is 
marked with the letters of the alphabet for the index of 
names, while the other is marked with the names of coun- 
ties. When the pointer stops over the required initial in 
the one case, or the name of the required county in the 
other, the operator ceases turning the handle and looks at 
the index, where he finds the object of his search exposed to 
view. ‘I'he metallic roll being embossed in type characters 
on metal is not only comparatively indestructible, but affords 
a means whereby any number of printed copies may be taken 
from the records, ‘The third part of Mr. Dillon’s system con- 
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sists in a simple arrangement for compiling indices in bound 
books in printed characters. This an alternative plan of 
recording, which has been devised by Mr. Dillon to meet the 
case where it is desirable to have books instead of the 
mechanical index. The book is opened at the required page, 
placed under a frame fitted with elastic hinges, and the 
entries are made from a stereotype block which is inked and 
impressed by a screw arrangement at any desired place on 
the page. 





=“ 


New OrVers, Cte. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Cuancery Division. 

The Lords Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury, with 
the concurrence ot the Lord Chancellor, and in exercise of 
the powers for this purpose given by the 14th section of 
“ The Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869,” 
and of every other power or authority enabling them in this 
behalf, do determine and order that, as from the first day of 
April, 1879, there be paid to George Henry Elms, Jonathan 
Pinnington, and William Bailey, three of the junior clerks 
in the chambers of the Vice-Chancellor, Sir Charles Hall, 
in addition to their respective present salaries of £500 per 
annum, the salary of £100 per annum each, and that such 
additional salaries be continued to them so long as they 
shall respectively discharge the higher duties now required 
of them, in addition to the duties usually devolving on 
junior clerks in the said chambers, but that if in consequence 
of any other arrangement such additional salaries be with- 
drawn there shall be no claim for compensation in respect of 
the loss thereof.—Dated this 5th day of April, 1879. 
CRICHTON, 

J. D. H. Expuinstons. 





I coneur in this order, 
Cairns, C 








Leqislatiow of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 
APRIL 21.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private Bitts.—Roper’s Estate, New River Company, 
North and South Woolwich Subway, Nottingham Water. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTE Bitt.—East and West India Dock Company. 
Bankers’ Booxs Evipence. 
APRIL 22.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Frrenpiy Societies Act AMENDMENT. 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Rivers Conservancy (passed through Committee). Rears- 
TRATION oF Brrrus, &c. (Army) (passed through Com- 
mittee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 
Private Briis.—-East and West India Dock Company, 

East Cornwall Mineral Railway, Felixstowe Railway and 

Pier, Colwya Bay Water, Dover and Deal Railway. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
APRIL 17.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private Birts.—Llandudno Improvement, Norwich 
Union Fire Insurance Society, Richardson's Estate, Tower 
High Level Bridge (Metropolis), Whitby Harbour and 
Port. 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Burnp anp Dear Mure Onitpren (Epvcarton) (passed 
through Committee), 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 
Private Birt,— Leeds Corporation, 
APRIL 18.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private Briirs.—Blackburn and Over Darwen Tram- 
ways, Blackburn Improvement, Morecambe Gas, Over 
Darwen Corporation, Queenstown Gas, Walton-on-the-Naze 
and Frinton Improvement, Warrington Corporation, and 
Wisbeach Gas. 
Txina@ Poor's Lanp, 








BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Biitts.—Cranbrook and Paddock-wood Railway, 
Pemberton Local Board, Sidmouth Railway, Sleaford Rail- 
way, South Dublin Railway. 

APRIL 21.—BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bankine anpD Jornt Stock ComPantizs. 
APRIL 22.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private BrLts.—Chester Cemetery, Grand Junction Canal, 
Greenock Railway Guaranteed Company, London Gaslight 
Company, Monmouthshire Railway and Canal, West Kent 
Main Sewerage. 

Compantes Acts AMENDMENT. 

APRIL 23.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Trustge Acts (ConsoLipaTion AND AMENDMENT). Iwn- 
HABITED Hovse Durty anp Income Tax. 

BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Animat VACCINATION. 





Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Easter Sirrines, 1879. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 

At Lincoln’s-inn and Westminster, | Friday .... 9 

App. mots. expte, | Saturday ..l0 } 

apps. from orders | Monday....12 Aypecia. 
Tuesday,Apr32 made on interloc- Tue:day.. oon 

utory motns, & App.motn s.ex pte 

other apps. apps. frem ordrs 


Wednesday..23..Avpeals. Wednesday..14¢ made on interloe- 
utory motions & 


Bkey. ap ps. & o' 
Thursday ..24 em PP ‘ other apps. 


Friday, ....25 - § Bkcy. apps. & othr 

iinriee +2226 (A 1 j Thursday af 

Monday .....28¢ PPeals- Friday coool 

Tuesday....29 Saturday ..17 , 

2 App. mots. ex pte, | Monday... at Appeals, 

apps. from orders | fuesday....29 

Wednesday 30 ¢ made on interlo- App. motns.ex pta 
cutory moins., & (apr. from orders 
other apps. | Wednesday 21, made on ano 
Bkey. apps. & or | wiory motions 

Thursdy, May] Tnog oS 08 wore ant 

Friday .... 2 | rhursda a2 { Beer. apps. &othr 

Saturday .. 3 Appeals F 058 apps. 

Monday .... 5 ween. Friday ....23 

Tuesday.... 6 





Saturday ..24 ; 

App. mots. ex pte | Monday .... Appenis. 
apps. from orders | Tuesday....27 
Wednesday. 7{ made on inter-| 

locutory mots., & | : 

other apps. | Wednesday..28 ¢ made on —_,- 

Bkcy a) and or eutory motns, 
Thurs, «e.. 8 be Pps ~ireden z 
oq | Bikey. apps. & or. 
| Thrsday....29 ) apps. 
Friday ...... 30..Ap peals. 


Lunacy petitions will be taken every Saturday during the sittings. 


App.motns.ex pte, 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
MASTER OF THE ROLLS. : Motns.,adj. sums. 
At the Rolls House. Friday ....16 fe gen, pa. 


Tuesday, Apr22 ‘7% with the Pets. ,sht. causes, 


Ct. of App. Saturnlay waif adh sums,, and 


= Motns. adj. sums, gen. pa. 

Wednesday 23 \& gen. pa. Monday ....19 

Thursd. ....242 F 4. | Tuesday, ...20 

Friday 2.0025 9 Causes with wits, Wedsdy.....21 General paper. 
Pets., sht causes | Thrsdy ....22 

Saturday ...264 Adj. sums. & gen, |; .q | Motns, acj, sums- 
pa. Friday .... 33 } & gen. pa. 

Mon,, e2e028 { Pets, sht causes, 

Tuesday....29 { ‘ Sat. .... .. 24 j adj. sumna, and 

Wedsdy.....30 General paper. gen. pa. ; 

Thursday May1 Monday ....26 


motions., adj, | Tuesday....27 

sums,, & gen, pa. | Wednesday, 28 

Pots., sht. caus,, | Thursday ..29 

Saturday ..3)adj. sums, and | po, sy { Mots., adj. sams. 

gen. pa, Friday ....30 ) & gen. pa. 

N.B.— The das, ifany, on which 
the Master of the Rolls shali de 
engaged iv the Oourt of Appeal 
are excepted. 

Mots,, adj. sums., | Causes and actions in which wit- 

& gen. pa. { nesses are to be examined bde- 

{ Petns, sht causes, fore the court will be taken on 

Saturday .. 40 { adj. sumps,, and Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and 

U gen. pa. Thursdays, and causes and ac- 
Monday ......18 tions without witnesses will be 


Friday...... af General paper. 


Monday .... 5 
Tuesday .... ol 
Wednesday.. yi 
Thursday .. 8 


Friday .... 9} 


General paper, 


taken on Mondays; dat whea 


without witnesses is exhausted, 


} 
} 
| 
Tueaday....1s 
feiwa tt Lome paper, | the list of causes and actions 
Thuraday ..25 } 
‘ 
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causes and actions with wit- 
nesses will be taken on Mondays 
also. 


Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 
appeared in the paper. 

Unopposed petitions must be 
presented, and copies left with the 
secretary, on or before the 
Thursday preceding the Saturday 
on which it is intended they 
should be heard; and any cause 
intended to be heard asa short 
cause must be so marked in 
the cause-book at least one clear 
day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard, 
and the necessary papers must 
be left in court with the 
judge's otticer the day before 
the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 


V. C. 5mm RICHARD MALINS. 


At Lincoln’s-inn. 
Tuesday,Apr22..Mots. & gen. pa. 
Sones ai General paper. 
Priday .... 25 { Sit. causes Pets, 
a — sums. & gen 


Monday meee | 

Tuesday ....29 > General paper. 

Wednesday 30 

Renatapiing 1... tosee. & gen. pa. 
. Sht. caus, ts. 

Friday .... ch bts os 

Saturday .. 2 { ~ coms, & gen 

Monday..... 5 

Tuesday.... 6} General paper. 

Wedaesday.. 7 

Thursday .. 8..Mots. & gen. pa. 


: Sht. caus., pets. 
Piley 0 Shane ee” 


Saturday ..19 rong sums. &gen. 


Mcenday....12 

Tuesday...-13 General paper, 

Wednesday 14 

papninngummageett ? 9 & gen. pa. 
. ¢ ht. causes, pets. 

Friday ....16 & gen. pa. J 

Saturday ..17 9 sums. & gen. 


Monday ....!9 
Tuesday.. 0] General paper. 
Wednesday. 21 
Tourscay ...22..Motns & gen. ra. 
F Short causes, pets, 
Friday ....23| 2 een om” 
Adj. sums & gen 
4 
Saturday ..2 


Monday....26 

Tuesday....27 > General paper. 

Wednesday..28 

Thurd .... 29..Motns. & gon. pa. 

n § Sit. causes, petus. 

Fridsy ....30 fe pte 

Except such cays as thre iliness of 
Vice-Chancellor may prevent 
bis sitting. 


Any cause intended to be 


heard as a short cause must be so | 


marked in the cause book a 
least one clear day before the 
Same can be put in the paper 
to be so heard, and the neces- 
fary pepers must be ieft in 
@Gourt with the judge’s officer 
the day betore the cause is to 
be put into the paper. 


V. C, Sin JAMES BACON, 
At Lincoln’sinn. 

» § Motns., 24). sume. 
Tuesday,Apr22 1 & gen. pa. 
Wednesday 33 ¢ 
Thareday.. 24 ( Genera) paper. 
Friday,...... 2% . 

‘eta, wht. caus, 
Satarday .. 26 apd Ds. 
Monday .....2%..In Bankruptey. 
Tuesday ....29§ ,. 
Wednesday 20 i anianie 
Motos, 44). sume 
Thurs., May 1} gen. ya, ’ 
Friday .... 2.-General pager. 
Baturbay nisi { Pens,, sht. caus, 
& gen pa. 
Mondsy ..-. 5...10 bankruptey. 


Tuesday.... 6 
‘Wednesday. 7{ General paper. 


Motns, adj. sums. 
Thursday .. 8 an on. 
Friday.... 9..General paper. 


Petns., sht, caus 
Saturday.. 10 { & gen. pa. 


Tuesday .. 13 
Wednesday 14 { General paper. 


motns. aij. sums. 

Thurs......15 lg sa 

Friday ....16..General paper 

Sat i7$ Petns.,sht. caus.& 

e seeces gen. pa. 

Monday.. — Baukruptcy. 

Tuesday ..20 

Wedsdy, 21 { General paper. 

Motns, adj. sums. 

Tharetay 0022 ie gen. pa. 

Friday ....23..General paper. 

Saturday ..24 pe sht. causes, 

gen. pa. 

Monday... -25..In Bankruptcy. 

Tuesday....27 G 

Wednesday.28 } eneral paper. 

Thursday ..29 yes adj. sums 

Pos, abs caus 

Friday ....30 & gen. pa. 

Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 
appeared in the Paper. 

Any cause intended to be 
heard as a short cause must be 
so marked in the cause book at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be putinthe paper to 
be so heard, and the neces- 
sary papers must be left in 
court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to 
be put into the paper. 


Vv. C. Str CHARLES HALL. 
At Lincoin’s-inn. 
Tucsdy, Apr22..Motns. & gen.pa. 
Wednesday 23 General paper. 
Tbursd .... 24 paper. 
Friday,.... 25.. Pets & gen pa. 
Sa-urday 28 1 Sht. caus. adj. 
sums,, & gen, pa. 

Monday....28 


Tuesday....29 > General r. 
Wednesday..30 te 
Thorsday Mayi., Mots, & gen. pa. 
Friday...... 2..Pets. & gen. pa. 

Sht. causes, adj 
Saturday .. 3 bea & geo. pa. 
Monday .... 5 


Tuesday.... 6 > General paper. 
Wednesday. 7 

Thors, .... 8,..Motns, & gen pa 
Friday .... 9..Pets, & gen. pa. 


Saturday ..10 bees caus., adj. 
sums., & gen, pa. 





Tuesdsy....14 
Wednes,....14 
Thursday ..15..Mots. & gen. pa. 

Friday ....16..Petus. & gen, pa. 
Sur: <a Sht. caus., adj. 


General paper. 


Monday mar 


sums., & gen. pa. 
Monday ....19 —e 
Tuesdy ....20 General paper. 
Wednesday 2! 
Tours. ... 22..Mtns, & gen. pa. 
Friday ....23,.Pets, & Gen. pa. 
jSnt. caus,, ad 
Siturday ..24 dsums. & gen, a 
Mon., +0 0026 ) 
Tuesday ..%7 > General paper, 
Wedady....24$ 
Thrady ..++29.,Mowns, & gen. pr. 
Petns. sht. caus, 
Friday ....00 Adj, sums, & gen, 
pa. 





Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
| Pacer io priority to Orginal 
| Causes which have not alresdy 
appeared in the Paper. 
Any canre intended to be heard as 
| @ Short Cause must be #0 
marked in the Cause Book at 
least one clear day before tie 
same can be pat in the paper to 
be #0 heard, and the necessary 
papers nm ust be left in court with 
the judge's olficer tue day before 
the cause is to bs pot inte tue 
paper. 


Monday ....12...In Bankruptcy. : 





Ma. Justice FRY, 
At Lincoln's-ina, 
TuesdayApr22 
Wednesday. 23 
Thursday ..24 > General paper. 
Friday ....25 
Saturday . 


Monday ....12 
Tuasday...0t3 
Wednesday..14 
Thursday ..15 
Friday ....16 
Saturday ..17 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ....20 
Wednesday..2 
Tharsiay ..22 


General paper. 


Wedn day 30 Ganecal pager 
edne sd : 
Thursday May 1 Friday r00033 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
List oF APPEALS FoR EASTER SITTINGS, 1879, 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 
For Hearing. 
1878, 
Lee Conservancy Board v Button app of deft VC M—June 
29 (Pt hd by Lords Justices James, Brett, and Cotton) 
Sturges v Bridgman app of deft MR—July 1 (Pt hd by 
Lords Justices James, Baggallay, and Bramwell) 
== v Muller app of deft VCM—June7 (SO June 


) 
Samuel v Samuel app of plt M R—June 7 
— v Vestry of St Marylebone app of plt V C H—June 


In re Jonas Brook & Bros (trade-mark) app of Brook & Bros 
V C H—July 18 

Browv v Henty App of defts Henty & Sons V C H—Aug 3 

“— aceon ¢,Co v Kenyon app of defts Fry, J— 

ug 

Carver v Bowker app of deft R. C. Bowker from V.C. of 
County Palatine of Lancaster-—Aug 9 (SO April 28) 

Ralph v Carrick app of deft Meliar V C H—Aug 16 

In re Willson’s Marriage Settlement Trusts app of J. W. Cul- 
ling VC H—Aug 19 

Alien v Seckham app of deft V C H—Aug 19 

Glossop v The Heston & Isleworth Local Board app of defts 
V C M—Sep 17 

Harris v Gamble app of defts The Real Property Trust, limd 
Fry, J—Sep 20 

Gee v Mahood app of deft and her IncumbrancersV C H—Oct 
25 

In re Nightingale, decd Pike v Hobbs app of deft Baker 
V C B—Oct 25 

Peebles v Henwood app of defi VC B—Novl 

In re Ord decd Dickinson v Dickinson app of deft Ord VC 
H—Nov 16 

Thomas v Mytton appof deft Batss VC H—Nov 29 

In re The Thames Iron & Ship Building Colimd app of 8 E 
Bullmer and aor M R—Dec 3 

Pheysey v Pheysey appofA A Tartas V C H—Dec 12 

Pettitt y Wiseman app of pits M KR—Dec 12 

Ellison v Mercer app of dett VC B—Dec 13 

Lee v Nattall app of pit from V C of County Palatine of Lan- 
caster—Dec 14 

Wheeldon v Burrows “pp of deft VC B—Dec 20 

Lofts v Foster app of deft from findings Fry, J—Dec 21 

Binney v Lincolne app of deft from findings VC H—Dec 31 

Nelson, Donkin & Co v Dahl & Cu app of plts M R—Dee 31 


1879. 
~— v Barker appof pit set down by order VC Wood— 
sn 2 
Wegmann v Corcoran app of plaintiff from findings Fry, J 
Phe ~ . v Corcoran app of plt from judgt Fry, 
—Jan ¢ 
Sherwen v Selkirk app of Whitehaven Bank V C M—Jan 7 
Kenals v Cowlishaw app of plts VC H—Jan Ll 
Fox v Forster app of detts Forster and anr VC H —Jan 16 
In re Battersby spp of Margt Kenyon and ors M R—Jan 22 
In re South Lianharran Colliery Co, limd app of Trew Jegon 
(director) V C H—Jan 22 
In re Grice app of George Harriss M R—Jan 23 
Meyer 4 a app of deft V C B—Jan 24 (8 O for 
security 
In re Richmond, deceased Richmond v White app of deft 
White VC H—Jan 28 
Biamires v Tatham app of deft VC H—Feb 1 
In re The Government Security Fire Insurance Co, limd app 
of liquidator VC H—Feb4 
— v The Attorney-General app of ptner VC M— 
€ 
Dence v Mason app of deft in person VC M—Feb7 (8 O 
for security) 
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Bannister v Harrison app of deft Harrison VC M—Feb 1_ 

Gn ra Patent Davit and Bost Datachiag Co app of offisi ay 
liquidator V C B—Feb 12 

Norton v London and North-Western Railway Co app of defts 
VC M—Feb 18 

In re Parkinson, deceased Parkinson v Parkinson app of plts 
M K—Feb 20 (S O for security) 

Ia re Diamond Fuel Co app of Co VC M—Feb 22 

Newington Local Board v Cottingham Local Board app of plts 
VC M—Feb 24 . 

Edwards v Clark app of deft E R Clark VC M—Feb 25 

In re Raine, deceased app of Charlotte R Raine VC M— 
Feb 26 

io 4 ial deceased, Homfray v Darby app of pli M R— 


e 
In re got, Bath v Bell app of defts Bell & anr Fry, 
J—Feb 28 
Pilling v Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co app of deft co from 
V C of County Palatine of Lancaster—Mar 3 
see . Young app of deft R C Wallace & ors VC B— 
ar 


Adair v Young app of deft J M Goring VC B—Mar 8 (ad- 
vanced by order, but not before April 29, by consent) 

General Mvat Supply Association, limd, vy Bouffler app of deft 
VC B—Mar 8 

Lord Rokeby v Elliot app of defts Fry, J—Mar 12 

Bewley v Atkinson app of pli VC H—Mar 17 

Ia re The United Kingdom Klectric Telegraph Co app of FS 
Christopher & anr v C B—Mar 18 

Gaskin v Balls app of deft VC B—Mar 18 

Swanston v Twickenham Local Board app of defts Fry, J, 
for V C M—Mar 21 

o>» Gee, deceased, Laming v Gee app of plt VC H—Mar 


In re Norrington, deceased, Brindley v Partridge app of plts 
VC B—April 3 

In re Haynes and Pool app of Haynes M R—April 4 

Inre Sharp, decd, Collins v Sharp, Turner v Sharp app of 
pits in Turner vSharp M R—April 5 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the 
Chancery Division. 


In re Martinez app of Wm Cattermoul M R—Feb 28 

Polini v Gray _Sturla v Freccia (and other suits) app of plts 
in Sturla v Frecea VC M—Mar 12 (SO for — 

Hosking v Union Spinning Co app of deft Co from V C of 
County Palatine of Lancaster—Mar 20 

In re nent Fuel Co, lind app of Wm B Metcalfo VC M 
—Mar 

{n re Hamilton’s Windsor Iron Works, limd app of General 
Credit & Discount Co Fry, J—Mar 22 

West v Downmin app of deft Edwards VC B—Mar 26 

Burton v Dean Dean v Hoopel Dean v Kellaway app of 
plts Burton & ors Fry, J—Mar 26 

In re Powell's Lantwit Collieries Co, limi Stewart v Powell’s 
Co, limd app of liqa VC B—Mar 26 

Dent v Learoyd appof plt VC B—April 7 

Marshall v Crabb app of plts VC H—April 2 

Price v Price app ot deft J G Price VC B—April 3 

Tn i by se Sa Gas Co, limd app of Tatham & anr 

ry, J—Apri 

In re Brosnan’s Claim and the School Board for London app 
of Brosnan Fry, J—April 8 

Symons v Ramsay app of Mary F Sibben V C H—April 9 

The General Meat Supply Association v Bouffler app of deft 
V C B—April 10 

In re Bannister, decd Broad vy Munton app of G E Cockayne 
Fry, J—April 10 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH, COMMON PLEAS, AND 
EXCHEQUER DIVISIONS. 
For Judgment. 

Drew v Nunn (Q B) rule nisi granted by Court of Appeal 
(cav) Nov 22—present Lords Justices Bramwell, Brett, and 
Cotton 

Martin v Mackonochie, clerk (Q B) app of Lord Penzance 
from judgment of L C J of England and Mr Justice Mellor— 
Mr Justice Lush dissentiente 

Martin v Mackosochie, clerk app of James Martin from same 
judgment (cav March 19—present Lord Coleridge, Lords 
Justices James, Brott, Cotton, and Thesiger) 


For Hearing. 
76. 


(o 
Mayor, &o, of London v London Joint Stock Bank (CP) app 
of def from Lord Coleridge Grant & anr v The Banque 
Franco Egyptionne & anr (CP) app of the Banque from 
judgt on demrs 


1878. 
Davies v MoVeagh(Exch) app of plt from judgt at trial be- 
fore Lord Jus: dared 26° . 


Tn re a Musical Composition called Kathleen Mavourne2n and 
Dermot Astore aop of F C Crouch from jadgt of L C Baron 
and Mr. Justice Mellor—Aug 20 (S O for security) 

Johnson v Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co (QB) app 
of defts from judgt of Mr Jastice Daaman at special jury 
trial at Lancaster Aug 24 (restored by order) 

Norbarn v Gregory (QB) app (restored by order) 

Waddell v Blockey (QB) rule nisi on —— of deft granted 
Nov 7, at Westminster, by Lords Justices James, Bag- 
gallay, Brett and Cotton : p 

Waddell v Blockey app of deft from judgt at trial before Baron 
Huddleston for the Chancery Division 

Hiort and anr v London & North-Western Ry Co (Exch) app 
of plts from order of L C Baron and Baron Cleasby on special 
case —Nov 11 

Oliver vy Fawcus, Fawcus & Co (CP) app of defts from new 
trial rule discharged by Justices Grove and Denman—Nov 1¢ 

Long v Millar (CP) app of pit from new trial rule made abso- 
lute by Justices Grove and Denman—Nov 16 . 

Long v Millar (CP) app of deft from judgt after trial before 
Mr Justice Manisty 

Butterworth v Central Bank of London (Exch) app of pits 
from order of L C Baron and Baron Pollock discharging rale 
nisi Nov 18 : 

Williams v Williams (CP) app of deft from order of Justices 
Denman and Lindley on demr—Nov 21 ; 

Hawksford v Rose—Innes & Son—Revel and ors 3rd parties 
(CP) app of defts and 3rd parties from new trial rule dis- 
charged by Justices Denman and Lindley—Nov 22 : 

In re The Troedyrhiew & Cymner Pioneer Industrial Society 
limd and In re Co’s Act and Industrial Societies’ Act (CP) 
app of Shareholders, Herbert and anr, from judgt_ of Justices 
Grove and Denman on app from Glamorganshire County 
Court at Pontypridd—Nov 27 

Hunter v Young & anr (Exch) app of plt from order of Baron 
Cleasby on demr—Nov 28 

Lockhart v Wells & Co (CP) app of deft from dgt of Jus- 

tices Denman and Lindley, on special case—Nov 29 

Cochrane v Rymill (CP) app of deft from judgt of Lord Cole- 

ridge on special case—Nov * 

Lawrence v North London Ry Co (QB) app of deft from judgt 

on fur conson after special jury trial, before Mr Justice Field, 

in Middlesex—Nov 30 

Garstins, Trustees v Deane (Exch) app of pits from order of 

LC Baron & Baron Cleasby on special case—Dec 2 

Liverpool District Registry Hargrove v Wickelhans & anr 

QB) rule nisi on application of plts granted Dec 4, by Lords 

ustices Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton d 4 

Stonebam v Davies & ors (CP) appofG F Davies from judgt 

at trial before Mr Justice Danman—Dee 5 

The Queen, on the prosecution of P McWade v J Vaughan, 

Esq., Met Police Mag (QB, Crown side) app of prosecutor 

from rule for mandamus, discharged by Justices Melior and 

Manisty—Dec 9 ? 

The Queen v Thomas Smith (QB, Crown side) app of deft 

from order of sessions, affirmed by the L C J of England and 

Mr Justice Manisty—Dec 10 

Household Fire, &c Co, limd vy Grant (Exch) app of deft from 

judgt at trial before Mr Justice Lopes—Dee ll _ 5 

Fielding v Gartside & ors (CP) app of plt from judgt at trial 
before Mr Justice Fry without a jury— 2 ; 

Chilton, Admor, &c v Cooke & Sons (QB) app of plt from judgt 

of LC J of England and Baron Huddleston, on special case 

-—Dec 13 

Fowler Bros v Naish (QB) _app of defts from judgt on further 

consideration after trial before Mr Justice Manisty at Liver- 

pool—Dec 14 i . 

Pritchard v McMahor ai app of pit from judgt at trial, 

before Mr Justice Mellor—Dee 14 

Leigh v Jack (Exch) app of plt from order of Baron Cleasby, 

on demr—Dec 14 

In re a Musical Composition called Kathleen Mavourneen and 

Dermot Astore (QB) app of J F Adams from order of LC J 

of England and Mr Justice Mellor, expunging entries at Sta- 

tioners Hall Dec 16 4 : 

Migotti v Colville (CP) app of plt from judgt after trial before 

Mr Justice Denman—Deo 17 

Maiden v Miner (Exch) app of plts from over of L C Baron 

and Baron Pollock discharging rule nisi—Dec 17 

In re an Arbitration between John Giffard Riddell and The 

Newcastle and Gateshead Water Co (QB) app of J G Riddell 

from the order of Justices Mellor and Manisty, on sp c under 

an award—Dec 18 

Jones v. Bridgman & anr (CP) app of defts from new trial rule, 

discharged by Justices Denman and Lopes—Deo 20 

Roffe v Roscoe & anr (QB) app of pltf from judgt of Baron 

Huddleston at common jury trial in Middlesex—Deo 21 

Ball v Plammer*(Exch) app of pit from judgt at trial before Mr 

Justice Hawkins—Deo 21 a 

Chatterton & ora v Corthorne (QB) app of defts from judgt of 

Lord Justice allay, at trial without a jury—Deo 23 





ieee 


Foster v Wright (CP) app of deft from judgt of Lord Colerid 
and Mr J ard Lindi on mota—July 26 -" 


Greenwood v Bagshaw (QB) app of defts from inde of Mr. Jus- 
tice Lush, on f o after trial, without a jury—Deo 27 
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Ahearn v Bellman (Exch) app of plt from jugt at trial before 
Mr Justice I.opes—Dec 27 
Liverpool District Registry Sedgwick v Ahearn app of de- 
fendants from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes for Chancery Div— 
Dec 27 “ 
ide 


The Queen v Robert French (QB, Crown side) app of Pro- 
secutor, Thos Botting from L C J of England & Mr Justice 
Manisty quashing order of Sessions—Jan 3 

Steel, Marshall & Co v Foy, Morgan & Co (CP) app of defts 
from judgt at trial before Mr Justice Denman—Jan 4 

Steel, Marshall & Co v Foy, Morgan & Co (C P) rule nisi 
granted Dec 21 on application of defts, by Lords Justices Brett, 
Cotton & Thesiger 

McGuire v Harvey (Exch) app of defts from order of L C Baron 
and Baron Pollock discharging rale nisi— Jan 6 

Harvey v McGuire (Exch) app of plt from order of L C Baron 
and Baron Polleck discharging rule nisi—Jan 6 

Wilkinson v Alston (Q B) app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lush, after trial in London with special jury—Jan 9 

Lax & anr v The Mayor, &c, of Darlington (Exch) app of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lush at trial—Jan 9 

Sack v Lion (Q B) app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Manisty at trial in Middlesex, with common jury—Jan 13 

Midgley & aur v Coppock (Exch) app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Lopes at trial—Jan 13 

The Queen v Thomas Smith (Q B, Crown side) app of Super- 
intendent of Police and Justices of Herefordshire from Jus- 
tices Mellor and Manisty—Jan 14 

Grant v Holland (Q B, sued as, &c) app of deft Holland from 
Justices Mellor and Lush—Jan 16 

Metropolitan Board of Works v Stonor (QB) app of plt from 
judgt of Justices Mellor and Lush on special case—Jan 17 

Foster v Sharp (Exch) app of deft from judgt of Baron Cleasby 
at trial—Jan 18 

Markwick v Clark & anr (CP) app of defts from judgt of Jus- 
tices Grove and Lindley on app from County Court—Jan 20 

The Queen v Harrington (Q B, Crown side), judgt of War- 
wickshire County Court—app of F P Bannister & anr from 
LC Baron and Baron Pollock—Jan 29 

The London & North Western Ry Co v The Great Western 
Ry Co (QB) app of pit from judgt of L C J of England and 
Mr Justice Manisty on special case—Feb 6 

Emma Silver Mining Co, limd, v Lewis and Sons (C P) app of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman after trial—Feb 6 

Hill, Kat. & ors v The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylum 
District (Q B) app of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock after 
trial with special jury—Feb 11 

Monteith v London & South Western Ry Co (Exch) app of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial—Feb 15 

Hendrickx & anr vy Compagnia Laferme, &c, and A Frankan & 
Co (Exch) app of Frankan & Co from judgment of L C Baron 
at trial—F eb 18 

Lowrey, Trustee, &e v Barker & Sons (Exch) app of defts 
from judgt of L J Brett at trial—Feb 18 

Bettyes v Cox & anr (Exch) app of plt from LC J of England 
and Baron Pollock rescinding order of Mr Justice Field and 
affirming Sir F Pollock—Feb 20 

Nelson, Donkin & Co v Lawrence & Co(QB) app of defts 
eg a of Lord Justice Brett, after trial at Newcastle— 


Moscrop y Newbold & ors (Exch) app of defts Grime & anr from 
judgt of L J Thesiger at trial—Feb 25 Moscrop v Newbold 
& ors (Exch) app of deft Newbold from judgt of LJ Taesiger 
at trial—Feb 25 

Woodgate v Godfrey (Exch) argument of rule nisi for new trial 
granted Feb 24 returnable before Court of Appeal—Feb 27 

Swann vy Barber & Co (Exch) argument of rule nisi for new 
i. granted Feb 7, returnable before Court of Appeal—Feb 


Lewis v Leonard & Son (Exch) app of pltf from ju of Mr 
Justice Grove at fey / ating ~~ 

Edwards & anr v Evans (C P) app of pits from judgt of Mr 
Justice Manisty at trial without a jury—Mar 

Buse v Roper (Q B) app of pltf from Mr Field after trial of 
interpleader issue without a jury—Mar 13 

Griffith v Williams & anr (Exch) argument of rule nisi for new 
3 granted Mar 4, returnable before Court of Appeal—Mar 


Brain v Marfell (Exch) app of pltf from judgt of Baron Pollock 
at trial—Mar 18 

The President, &c, of Corpus Christi College, Oxford v Rogers, 
alias Petre, alias Picket, widow (Q B) app of defts from judgt 
of Baron Pollock after trial in Middlesex, without a jury— 
Mar 20 

Stevenson v Watson (C P) app of plt from judet of Lord 
Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman on demr—Mar 20 

Bouch v Sevenoaks, Maidstone, & Tunbridge Ry Co (Exch) 
London, Chatham, & Dover Ry Co, garnishees (G H Pember 
for bimeelf & ors) (Exch) app of defts & G H Pember 
oon judgt of L C Bacon and Baron Huddleston on sp c—Mar 








Lord Charles Ker v Tattersall & anr (Exch) app of deft from: 
judgt of Baron Pollock at trial—Mar 21 

Stevenson v Sampson (Exch) app of deft in person from judgt 
of LC J of England at trial—Mar 22 

Scott v Turner (QB) argument of order nisi for new trial 
granted by Court of Appeal—Mar 24 

Lancashire Wagon Co, limd v Nuttall & ors (C P) app of plts 
pi jndgt of Lord Coleridge and Mr Justice Denman on sp c 
—Mar 

Dann & anr v Simmins (C P) app of plts from Justices Den- 
a a Lopes making rule absolute and judgt of non-suit— 

ar 

Perkins v Dangerfield (Q B) app of plt from judgt of Baron 

ae after trial in Middlesex with a common jary—Mar 


Freres v Agricultural & Horticultural Co-operative Association, 
limd (Q B) argument of order nisi for new trial granted by 
Court of Appeal—Mar 29 Freres v Agricultural and Horti- 
cultural Co-operative Association, limd (Q B) app of plt from 
judgment of Baron Pollock after trial in Middlesex with a 
common jury—Mar 14 

The Imperial Marine Insurance Co v The Fire Re-Insurance 
Corporation, limd (Q B) app of defts from judgt of Mr. 
Justice Lopes after trial with sp jury—April 1 

Pellas & Co v Neptune Marine Insurance Co (C P) app of plts 
— _ trial rule discharged by Justices Denman and Lopes 

Anderson v Pellier (C P) argument of rule nisi granted April 
2 by Court of Appeal—April 4 

Stokes v Kromshroder (CP) argument of rule nisi for new trial 
— 26th March, returnable before Court of Appeal— 
Apri 

Turner and ors v Benham (CP) appl of deft from newtrial rule 
discharged by Justices Grove and Lopes—April 8 

Hamilton & Co v Johnson & Co (QB) appl of pit from judgt of 
Mr Justice Lush—April 2 

Simm & anr v Anglo-American Telegraph Co (QB) app of 
plt from judgt of Mr Justice Lindley after trial in London» 
with a special jury—April 4 


‘American Telegraph Co, limd v Spurling (QB) app of defts 


from judgt of Mr Justice Lindley after trial in London, with 
a special jury—April 4 

The Queen v The Swindon New Town Local Board (QB, Crown 
Side) appl of defts from order of LC J of England and Mr 
Justice Mellor, affirming order of nmiee~aaen 12 

Foulkes v The Metropolitan District Ry Co (QB) appl of defts 
— trial rule discharged by Justices Grove and Lopes— 
April 16 

The Queen, In re David, one, & v Parsell & Jones (QB, Crown 
Side) appeal of A J Davidfrom L C J of England and Justice 
Mellor—April 17 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Common 
Law Divisions. 
1879. 


Henry & ors v Lazard & Co (Q B) app of defts from order of 

a C . of England and Mr Justice Manisty for new trial— 
ar 24 

The Queen, on the Prosecution of F G Julius, MD v The Lord 
Bisnop of Oxford (Q B, Crown Side) app of the Bishop of 
Oxford from LC J of England and Justices Manisty and Field 
—Mar 24 The Queen v The‘Lord Bishop of Oxford (Q B, 
Crown Side) app of Rev. T. Carter from same Judges—Mar 
24 


Hutchinson v Grahe & Co (C P) app of defts from L J Bram- 
well and Mr. Justice Lopes—Apr 4 

Lees v Putt & aur (Exch) app of defts from L C Baron & Mr 
Justice Hawkins—Mar 31 Lees vy Putt & anr (Exch) app of 
defts from same Judges—Mar 31 (S O till after Apr 23) 

Myers v Defries (Exch) app of pltf from refusal of L C Baron 
and Baron Huddlestone—Mar 31 bee 

Siddons v Lawrence (C P) app of pltf from Queen’s Bench sitting 
as Divisional Court—Apr 10 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. . 
For Hearing. 
Remanet, 
1878. 

Ship Bywell Castle 1878—L—256 The London Steamboat Co, 
limd v The Owners of the Bywell Castle app of defts from 
judgt of Sir R J Phillimore (with Nautical Assessors)—Dec 
12 


New Avpeals. 
1879. 


Ship Euclid—1877—O 386 Owners of the Dauntless & ors v 
Owners of the Euclid and freight appl of defts from Sir R J 
Phillimore (with nautical assessors)—Jan 23 

Ship Lady cf the Isles—1878—L 321 Liverpool Steam Tag Co,. 

limd, & ors v Owners of the Lady of the Isles and her —— 

and freight appl of defts from Sir R J Phillimore—Jan 28- 
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‘Ship Ely Rose—1878—W 310 and H 313 (consld) West Corn- 
wall Sn Shipping Co, limd, & ors v Owners of the Steam - 
ship Ely Rose and her cargo and freight appl of plts from 
Sir R J Phillimore, also notice by respts of application to 
vary judgt appealed from (with nautical assessors 

Ship Khedive—1878--S 162 The Stoomvaart Maats Chappy 

ederland v The Owners of the Khedive appl of defts from 
Sir R J Phiilimore (with nautical assessors)—Feb 20 

Ship Robert Dixon—1877—J 178 Joliffe & ors v Owners of the 
Robert Dixon and freight app of plts from Sir R J Philli- 
more (with nautical assessors)—March 8 

‘Ship Zoe—1878—L 284 and 363 (consolidated) Leyland & Co & 
ors and London & ors v Owners of the Zoe appl of plts from 
Sir R J Phillimore, also notice by respts of application to 
vary judgt appealed from (with nautical asseasors)—Mar 17 

‘Ship Amsterdam—1878—M 366 Mundahl & ors v Owners of 
the Amsterdam and freight appl of defts from Sir R J 
Phillimore (with nautical assessors)—March 12 

Ship Parlement Belge—1870—O 60 Owners of the Darivg v 
Owners of the Parlement Belge “pol of HM Attorney-Gen 
on behalf of Her Majesty from Sir R J Phillimore—Mar 2° 


FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 





b 
i 









In re Cock Ex parte Rosvear China Clay 
Co 

In re McEwan Ex parte Blake & anr 

In re Biggs & anr Ex parte Corbidge 

In re Shanks Ex parte Swinbanks 

In re Cross Ex parte Payne 

In re Cross Ex parte Payne 

In re Mason Ex parte Kirkwood 

In re Meredith Ex parte Chick 

In re Blewitt Ex parte Blewitt 


In re Bannister, jun 
In re Westwick & anr 
In re Shore 

In re Dalrymple 

In re Arden 

In re Tattersfield & anr 
In re Moojen 

In re Sawers & ors 

In re Throckmorton 
In re Bannister, jun 
In re Bannister, jun 
In re Bannister, jun 
In re Bamford 

In re Goodhew 

In re Thrift 

In re Pannell 

In re Wentworth 

In re Hankey 

In re Willis & ora 

in re Adams 


Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Williams 
Ex parts Kemp 

Ex parte Dalrymple 
Ex parte Vanderlinden 
Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Bouchard 
Ex parte Chalmers 
Ex parte Paterson 
Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Good 

Ex parte Games 

Ex parte Goodhew 
Ex parte Kimber 

Ex parte Bates 

Ex parte Wentworth 
Ex parte Glenny 

Ex parte Morier 

Ex pute Griffin 


N.B.—The above list contains Appeals set down to Saturday, 
April 19th, inclusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List oF CAUSES FoR Easter S11rrincs, 1879. 
Before the MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Davis v Tylor act & 2 sumns 
t hd 


P 
Duke of Westminster v Tat- 
tershall act pt hd (S O) 
Thomson v Fonnereau act 
Formby v Lethbridge act &m 


judgt 
Atlantic Mutual Insurance Co 
v Huth act (May 31) 
Gillott v The Harborne Ry Co 
t 


ac 

Maule v Burton Burton v 
Maule act (April 22) 

Ladd v Hartopp act (8 Oy 

Boddington v Hamilton act 

Standard Bank of British 
South Africa v City Offices 
Co, limd act 

Martin vy The County Fire 
ffice act 

Atessay-Seneeal v_ Gerrish 
ac 


Powell vy Head act 

Symonds v Jinks act 

A Pritchett vy Hall act 

H B Pritchett v Hall act 

-Jobn v Evans act (cross-exn 
on affidvts 


Pickering vy Wray act 





Jones v London & South 
Wales Coal Co, limd act 

Egers v Crookes act 

Tomkins vy Weymouth act 
(cross-exn on affidvts) 

Hawkins vy Wheeler act 

as oe v Ingram act (May 


Elmslie v Howe act 

Hiscox v Dixon act & m 
judgt 

Lumsdon v Walton act 

Howell v Metropolitan District 
Ry Co act 

Scoles v Mann act 

Mallett v Howitt act 

Triibner v Churchill act 

In re Fletcher, decd Tatters- 
hall v Fletcher act 

Chadwick v Chadwick act 
(May 12) 

Brown v Jackson act 

De Salomos v Shattock 

The Duke of Roxburghe v Cox 


act 

Bishop v Harden act 

Ia re Bilye, decd Bailye v 
Bailye act after Chief 
Clerk's Certificate, under 








order dated July 13, 1876 
(S O May 6) 

Little v Wood act 

In re Evered, decd Snelling v 
Evered act 

Richards vy Whitt act 

Dashwood v Jermyn act 

Martia v Howard cause 

In re Whiteley, decd Whiteley 
vChallenger act 

Fellows v Hanbury act 

Padwick v_ Thistlethwayte 
Padwick v Bircham act 

John v Jones act 

Kidstom v Cox act & m judgt 


Mayor, &c, of Bristol vy West- 
.cott questions of fact for trial 
Mayor, &c, of Bristol v 
Westcott a 

In re Ward's Estate Ward v 
Sylvester act 

Harris v Ellison act 

Andrew v Davies act 

Ellis v Brook act & m judgt 

Saunders v Gee act set down 
by order (May 5) 

Collard v Bell act 

White v Fidler act 

Healey v Healey act 

Ponsonby v Longbourne act 

Berry v Wright act 

Wilson v Munnock act 


Further Considerations. 


In re Coham, decd Coham v 
Dickinson f c 
In re Bowles, decd Stevens v 


Granville Hirdman v Gran- 
ville fe 

In re Vaughan, decd Arm- 
strong v Purvis fc 


Causes for trial without witnesses). 


The Metropolitan Ry Co v 
Taylor m judgt (April 22) 

Smith v Forbes act, 

Cruddas v Hanning act 

Griffiths v Parry act 

Jones v Wilkinson act 

Robinson v Greaves m judgt 

Watney v Trist act (June 1) 


Potter wv Pemberton act 
(Liverpool DR) 

Tindall v Chapman m judgt 
(short) 


Lane v Muncey act 
Lefevre v Wieland act 


Sykes v Beadon m judgt 
(short) 
arley v Walker m judgt 

In re Bridge, deed Udall v 
Bridges act & demr of deft 
H Bourne by order 

Frankel v Myers act & m 


judgt 
Gabriel v Gabriel spe 
Key v Gibson Gibson v Kay 


act 
Merton v Titterton m judgt 
Winnifrith v Winnifrith m 
judgt 


Before Lord Justice BAGGALLAY for Vice-Chancellor MALINs. 
Causes for trial. 


In re Oliver, decd Oliver v 
Oliver act pt hd 

West v Davies act 

Nicholson v Vestry of Mile End 
Old Town act 

Small vChamberlain Chamber- 
lain v Small act by original 
and counter claim 

Norton v Mansel act 

Hawksworth v British Land 
Co, limd act 

Wonacottv Wonacott act 


Allen v Richardson act 
Vernon v Vestry of St. James’ 


act 
Civil Service Supply Associa- 
tion, limd v Dean act 
Garden v Garden act 
Hartley v Whitehead motn 


judgt 

In re Burchell, decd Burchell 
v Burchell act 

Cusel v Bashford act 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 
Causes for trial. 


Rolls v Isaacs act (May 1) 

Attorney-General v Hill c 
wits 

Bagot v Easton Easton v 
Bagot act (June 14) 

Milvain v Milvain act wits 

Baxter v Webb act 

Sutor v Collins act 

In re Turner, decd Maberly v 
Blaydes act 

Gardner v Gardner act wits 

In re Mather, decd Mather v 
Mather act 

Sperrin v Bowering act 

In re Frost, decd Sparrow v 
Beazley act (April 30) 

West of England, &c, Bank v 
Rosser act & m judgt 

Gillman v Dutrulle act wits 

Swaine v Canter act 

In re Davey Davey v Shore 
act wits 

Hardcastle v Varley act, m 
judgt, & petn (not before 
April 30 


pri 

In re J Alderson, decd Alder- 
son v Eastwood act wits 

Lowenthall v Atkins act wits 


(May 2) 
In re Stains, decd Stains v 
Adey act & m judgt 
Kendall v Lord Beaumont act, 
wits, pt hd 


Dinn v Robinson act wits 

Saxton v Bartley act wits 

The London & County Bavk- 
ing Co v Ratcliffe act wits 

Fravklyn v Toms act wits 

Brown v Sewell act wits 

Young v Dollwood act wits 

Marsh v Beadnell m judgt 

Spratt’s Patent v Ward act 
wits 

Bailey v Bailey act 

Kelly v Byles act wits 

Gt Eastern Ry v Cobbold act 
wits (S O) 

Gt Eastern Ry v Norwich, &e, 
Ry Co act wits (S 0) 

Seagrim v Smith act wits 

Duncombe v Hackett act wits 

In re Loseby Loseby v Sarson 
(1878—L—130) Inre Loseby 
Loseby v Sarson (1878—L— 
154) act wite 

In re Snape, decd Crispin v 
Snape act 

In re Goold, decd Goold v 
Goold m judgt (short) 

Bray v Stevens fc 

Hodges v Copland act 

Munster Bank, limd v Calstock 
Fire Brick and Fire Clay 
WorksCo m judgt 
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Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CuantEs HALL. 
Causes for trial. 


Venables v Adams fur conson 
et V7 of Peru vy Ruzo m 
0 


r d (July 12) 
Dowdeswell v Dowdeswell 
cause 


Evans v Mayor, &c, of Aber- 
ystwith action, witns 

Deacon v Fothergill a & m 
for judgt, witns (April 29) 

North Lincolnshire Iron Co, 
Id, v Winn actn, witns 

Smith v Tufton actn, witns 

Massey v Allen actn, witns 

Mills v Northern Ry of Buenos 
Ayres cause 

Outram v Winter fur conson 
(May 1) 

Northern Ry of Buenos Ay:es 
Co, limd, v Mills cause 

Markwick v Hardingham 
action 

In re Whitty, decd, Evans v 
Evans action 

Cookson v Brett action 

Crowhurst v Humphry motn 
for judgt 

Erskine vy Masson motn for 
judgt 

Carpenter v Watkins action, 
witns 

Jones v Jones action, witns 

Mountney v Hopkinson fur 
consn 

Bucktrout v Jenkins action, 


witns 
South Durham Iron Co v Shaw 
act wits 
Barker v Hooper 
Fox v Fox act 
Callow v Burman act 
Lemaitre v Knight act wits 
Davies vy Garnes act witns 
(April 23) 
Tourret v Cripps act wits 
Young vy Tidy fur con 
In re Loveman decd, Watson 
v Watson special case 
Hollingsworth yMann act 


act wits 


Metropolitan Board of Works 
v London & North Western 
Ry Co actn (April 28) 

In re Cathrow, ow li Vv 
Russell uct wits 

O’ Reilly v O'Reilly 

Lamb v Grace act 

Burke v Myddelton actn and 
m for judgt wits 

In re Ormond, decd Ormond 
v Ormond act 

Morewood v Currey act 

Csomor v Ratti act wits 

Noad v Atherton act wits 

Hall v Hall fur con and sums 
to vary 

In re C Stone, decd Monks v 
Stone act wits 

Herbert v Hall fur con 

Lawson v Mann fur con 

In re Campbell, decd Tagore 
v Greaves fur con pt hd 

Miller v Cooper mtn for judgt 
(short) 

In re Munns, decd Dinn v 
Aldridge act wits 

Jones v Jones act 

Brewster v Chadwick act wits 

Nowell v Nowell fur con 

Greaves v Ellis act wits 

Kidd v Tolhurst act wits 

Lucraft v Pridham fur con 

Chaurain v Robson fur con 

Jones v Christie fur con 

Medworth v Dixson fur con 

In re Wilson, decd Castle v 
Wilson motion for judgt 
(short) 

Smith v Shaw motn for judgt 
(short) 

In re Hill, decd Hill v Hill 
actn & motn for judgt 

In re Wright, decd Wright v 
Crowle action (short) 

In re Ives, decd Robinson v 
Shoolbred fur con 

Aldrich v Aldrich fur con 

In re Haden, decd Johnson v 
Rooker fur con 

Frost v Draycott fur con 


sp case 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for Trial. 


Ashley v Taylor act (restored) 
Biller vy Power Power v Biller 
act wits (V C M) 


Nicholas v Nicholas act (1876 
—N—48—VCM) Nicholas 
v Nicholas act (1876—N— 
56—V C M) 


Re-transferred from Vice-Chancellor Bacon, by order of 5th. 
August, 1878. 


Kenton v Owens act wits (not 
before May 1) 

Merchant Banking Co v Spicer 
&Co act wits, pt hd 

Kenrick vy Kent act wits (de- 
fective) 


Weatherhead v Leath act wits 
haw v Brown act wits 

Flood v Pritchard act wits 

Renshaw v Rostrom act wits 


Re-transferred from Vice-Chancellor Bacon, by order of 14th 
February, 1879. 


Owen v Nicholson acts 

Van Cleef v Pool act wits 

In re Raynolds decd Baker v 
Raynolds act wits 

Ratcliff vy Vernon 1m for j 

Dollman v Jones act wits 

Bunbury v Gardner act wits 

Spiller v Paris Skating Rink 
act 

Evens v Wade act wits (not 
before Trinity Sittings) 

Sykes v Howarth act wits 

Munro v Earl De La Warr act 

Jones vy Rees 1m for j, wits 

Pearson v Le Rossignol m for j 

Fenev Fane act wits 

Parker v Lechmere mtn for 


judgt 
Hele v Bradbury act 


Attorney-Gen v Tomline act 
& motn, wits 


Cowell v Barrett act wits 

In re Westcott, decd Simpson 
v Westcott act wits 

Sutcliffe v James act wits 

Newbiggin by the Sea Gas Co, 
limd vy Armstrong act wits 

Hyam v Terry act, wite 

Chapman v Cope act 

Baynes v Flower act, wits 

Jones v Blessly act, wits 

Kite v North Metropolitan 
Tramways Co act, wits 

Moody v Steggles act, wits 

Chorlton v Dickie act, wits 

Pugh v Golden Valley Ry Co 
act, wits 

| aa v Luck act, wits 

arvis v Sprott wits 

(Liverpool D R) we 

In re Kelsall Walley v Kelsall 


Hart v Gilbert act 

Debock v Debock acte, wits 

Resl and Personal Advance 
Co, limd v McCarthy act 
wii 


ts 
Campbell v Scuitz acts, wits 
bradley v Chadwick m forj 
Clark v Dunn act, wits 
Anglo-Italian Bank v Davies 
acts, wits 
Birks v King act, wits 
Mailllard v Cornelius act, wits 
Taylor v Grange act, wits 
Whitehill v Tanner act 
Swansea Improvement and 
Tramway Cov The County 
Roads Board for Glamorgan- 
shire act, wits 


Thorley’s Food for Cattle v 
Massan act, pt hd 

Wilson v De Coulon act 

Bryan v Moss fc and sums to 


vary 

Garbutt v Watson act, wits 

Massam v Thorley’s Cattle 
Food Co m forj 

Attorney-General v Bishop of 
St Davids fe 

May vMay fe 

Bingham v Bingham fc 

Fothergill vy Hankey act (jury 
trial at deft’s instance) 

Dresser v Gleadow f c & pet 

Bull v Board of Management 
of West London fc 

In re Moseley Merrill v Mer- 
rill fe 

In re Gardner, decd Mein v 
Gardner fo 

Inre Young’s Estate Hillier 
vClarke fe 

Aldridge v Reed fc 

Partridge v Baylis fe 

British School Board v Love 
act (Bristol D R) pt hd 

Honeybun v Honeybun fe 

Bailey v Bailey fo 

Lamb v Tilley fc and sums 


to vary 
Bryan v Madley fc and sums 
to vai 
Millett-Davies v Heald fo 
Beach v Beach fc 
Murray v Milner fc and sums 


to vary 
Morle v Willment fc 
Lloyd v Beeston fc 
Leage v Salaman act, wits 
— v Monro fe (1877— 
2 


—2) 
Neilson vy Monro fc (1877— 
N-3 


Jones v Bloomer m judgt 

Troughton v Beer m judgt 

In re Harris Jennings v De la 
Hunt act & m judgt 

In re Hawkins Wakefield v 
Daniell act, wite 

McCarthy v Buckley 


act, 
wits 


For Jupomenr, 
Middlesex, Sterne vy North London 
Ry Co 

Grover, J 

Manchester, Rushton v Smith 





act, wits 


Thesiger, L J 








Jackson v Jackson act, wits 
Schofield v Dearden act, wits 
Eley v James act, wits 
Wilson y Church act, pt hd 
National Belivian Navigation 
Co v Lloyd act (restored) 
Birley v Sisson mj 
Smedley v Ashe act 
Kingsford v Williamson act, 


wits 

In re Fairhall, decd Godden 
v Godden act and m for j, 
wits 

In re Whitfield, decd British 
Mutual Investment Co, lmd. 
v Whitfield act, wits 

Tabor v Brooks fo 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor Mautns by Order of the 
24th February, 1879. 


ape Watkins Paynev Payne 


c 

Tipper v Soilleux fc & petn 

In re Wilkson Roberts v 
Maples fe 

Pawson v Brown spc 

Milner v Peters act 

Lisbon Steam Tramway Co, ld 
v Grant m judgt 

Webb v Hodgetts act 

Smith v Smith spe 

In re Meakin Meakin vy 
White f c & summs to 
vary 

Charlton v Brown act 

Robinson v Duleep Singh act 
pt hd (restored) 

Patey v Flint act (short) 

Russell v Foster act (short) 

In re Watson, decd Brown » 
Simpson act 

Wells v Row fe 

Ruston v Tobin act 

Munro v Cusack Smith act, 


wits 

Driver v Howell act, wits 

Kent v Stuckey’s Banking Co- 
act & m judgt 

Massey v Nantwich Locab 
Board act, wits 

Arnold v Durant act, wits 

Bagenal v Theobald act 

In re Parr, decd Harris v 
Lane fe 

In re Tappenden, decd Field 
v Toby act 

Griffiths v Baker act 

Tottenham Local Board of 
Health v Rowell act 

Macdonald v Macdonald act 

Nock v Williams m judgt 

Pilley v Simpson act 

Hallen v Johnson act 

Poushbeli v Saunders fo 

Walters vy Lyon act, wits 

Watson v Woodgate act 

Wakefield v Truman, Hanbury 
& Co act wits 

Gould v Gould fc 

Mycroft v Robinson fe 

Alcock v Alcock act 


The above list contains causes set down to Saturday, April 19th, 
inclusive. 





QUEEN’S BENCH, COMMON PLEAS AND 
EXCHEQUER DIVISIONS. 


Easter Sirtinus, 1879. 
The Sittings commence on Tueeday, April 22. 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER, 


For Anoumenr. 
Trinity Sittings, 1878. 
(Motion for judgment.) 


Liverpool, Stewart vy The Union 


Bank of Kingstun-upon-Hull 


LC Justice 
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Suffolk, Wood and ors v Jones Newcastle, Donkin & Co v Law- 
Cleasby, renc3 and Co 
Liverpool, Stewart v The Union Brett,L J 

Bank of Kingston-upon-Hull Maidstone, Goodwin vy Paton and 


Ld O Justice Page 
(With motion for judgment.) Hawkins, J 
Surrey, Sasson v Cababi and ors Middlesex, Mathieson v Paton and 


L C Baron others 
Warwick, Richardson v Oldham LO Justice 
and apr Middlesex, Swain v Silby and ano 
Fry, L C Justice 
Winchester, The Queen v WG _ Gloucester, Groves Maclean & Co 
Wood and the Southampton, Isle v Barkworth and another 
ot Wight, and South of England Huddleston, B 
Royal Mail Steam Packet Co Manchester, Guest v Bedford 
Denman, J Brewery Co 
(Three judges ) Lindley, J 
Derby, Evershead v The North (Co come on in C. P. D.) 


Staffordshire Ry Co Middlesex, Vowles v Roubridge 
Hawkins, J L C Jastice 
Newcastle, Cay v Volkart Middlesex, Robertson v Labou- 
Pollock, B chere 
Leeds, Bower v Bower LC Justice 
Baggallay, L J Newcastle, Strachan v Gabriel and 
(Motions for j udgment.) Son 


Derby, Sheppard v Adkinson Brett.L J 
(Leicester District Registr) ) M:ddlesex, Sheriff & anr v Artus 
Hawkins, J Mellor, J 
Lewis and ors v Jones London, Ryland & anr v Vogan 
J Anderson, Esq, Official Referee Huddleston, B 
Same v Same Middlesex, Provand vy Langton 
Williamson v The Vestry of St LC Baron 
Mary, Islington Nottingham, Hollins, Jun, v 
C.M. Roupell, Esq., Official Referee Hollins and ors 
Tried During Sittings. Lord Coleridge 
Middlesex, Hill v Tha Metropo!i- Nottingham, Hornbuckle v Noble 
tan Asylum Board Lord Coleridge 
Pollock, B London, Barker and Co v Edwards 
London, Burns v Nowell and ors 
Ld Coleridge Manisty, J 
London, Browning v Hollam London, Phillips v London and 
Hilary Sittings, 1879. South-Western Ry Co 
Middlesex, Hahn v Smart Field, J 
Hawkins, J 
Middlesex, Pepperell v Lord 
Townshend 
SPECIAL PAPER. 
De Oleaga and Co v The West 
Atwood & ors v Sellar & Co. Cumberland Iron and Steel Co 
In the Matter of an Arbitration (Three judges. ) sc 
between H.E, P. Adamson and Hurst v Pagson 


For JupGMENT. 


anrand The Newcastle Steam Dem 
Ship, &c, Association Barnes v Leach 
For ARGUMENT. (Two judges.) so 
Cook v Hyde Dem The Marine Fluvial and Land 
Thomas v The Birmingham Canal Transport Insurance Co v 
Navigation Shotton & Co &anr 
(Three judges.) 8c Dem 
Badcock and Co v Lawson Mortimer v Rose 


(Two judges.) sc Dem 
The Company of Proprietors of Henry v The Queen (petition of 
the Regent’s Canal v Archer, right) 


Clerk (Two judges.) sc Dem 
ENLARGED RULES AND ORDERS. 
First Day. 


In the Matter of the Birmingham Corporation Gas Act, 1875, and in 
the Matter of the West Kromwich Improvement Commissioners, &c 
Attorney-Gen’s Order, H Matthews *%C 

(A day to be fixed for hearing by the Court.) 

In the Matter of two Plaints, &c, County Court of Lancaster holden at 
Rochdale—Tweedale, pit, The Mayor, Aldermen, &c, of Rochdale, 
defts Crump’s Order, Gould S C 

In the Matter of the North-Eastern Ry Co and the Local Board for 
District of Newington in Est Riding of County of York, Prohibition 
RE Webster’s Order, Benjamin § C 

The Queen v W Ambler and anr, JJ, &e, and Charles Pole Poland 

The Queen v W W Farr, Esq, and ors, JJ, &c, and F Wiltshire Sir H 
James—Grantbam 

The Queen v W W Pemberton, Esq, and anr, JJ, &c Graham 

The Queen v G Smith and enr Graham 

The Queen v JC Hurley Sir H James —Serjeant Parry 

The Queen v Justices of Wiltshire Webster—Charles 

Taylor v Batten Mr Matthews to move on Notice of Motion 

The New Zealand Co v Rennie and Cv Mr Cock, Motion directed by 
Court to stand over 


In the Matter of the North-Eastern Ry Co and District Board of 


Newington, East Riding, Yorkshire (No 3) 
(To be called on first on Kularged Paper Day.) 


RULES STANDING FOR JUDGMENT. 


The Queen v The Recorder of Birmingham 
The Queen v The Burial Board of Bishopwearmouth 
CROWN PAPER. 
The Queen v Stanley The Queen v Retford Union 
The Queen v The London, The Queen v Leeds Union. 
Brighton & South Coast Ry Co 


APPEALS FROM INFRRIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO QUEEN’S 
BENCH DIVISION, 


Poplar Board of Works v North Oakley v Speedy 
Metropolitan Tramways Co Lowman v S:one 
Mason v Wirral Highway Board Quarterman v Porter (Mackrel!, . 


Seymour v Coulson claimant) 
Langdon v Howells — v Plumstead Board of. 
rks 


Brown v Biggleswade Union 
Scears v Paget 
Field and ors v Sell 
Castieberg v Kenyon 
COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 

NEW TRIAL PAPER, 
Moved Michaelmas Sittings, 1873. Leicester, Burchnall & anr v Grant 
Middlesex, Northcott v Doughty Middlesex, Chamberlaine v Barns 
London, Hall v Jupe well 
London, Compton and another v Manchester, Bedford Brewing, && 
Harrison and another Co v Guest & anr 

For JupGMENT. Manchester. Guest & anr v Bed- 

(Hilary Sittings, 1879 ) ford Brewing, &c, Co 
Manchester, Woodhead v Howard (Transterred from Q. B. D.) 
& anr Midd esex, Stonehill v Trounce 
Manchester, Collier v Currie Hurdman v North-Eastern Ry Co 
Middlesex, The Emma Silver Min- Official Referee’s Report. 
ing Co v Lewis and anr Motions for jadgment. 
Middlesex, Elliott v Lawson London, Harris v McNamara 
PEREMPTORY PAPER, 
Wilderspin, appt, v Parsons, respt. Enlarged rule to Ist day, 22n8 
April, 1879. 
To the matter of Robert Thomas, Gent, one, &c (enlarged {geaerally 
and Master to report) 
CUR. AD. VULT. 


Keal v Gover The Yorkshire Banking Co v 
Harries Navigation Co, limd, appt Beatson and Mycock 
The Churchwardens, &c, of Leeds and County Bank v Same 
Merthyr Tydfil, respts. McAndrew v Laws 

SPECIAL PAPER. 

DeMORRERS. Matthiessen & arr, trading, &c,'v 
Chamberlain (Clerk) v Barnwell The London ani County Bank- 
(Cierk) ing Co 
Same v Wallington Robinson & anr v Timperley 
(To stand over. ) Nicxolls v Tomlinson and ors 


APPEALS FROM [NFERIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO THE 
COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
Aitchison v Howe Johnston v Palmer 


Venables vy Donaby Main Colliery Bartlett v Burrows 
Morteo and Penco v Jatian 
Thomas v Brooks 
Hobbis v Morewood & Co 
The Mayor, &c, of Birkenhead v 
Pieres 
EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 
For ARGUMENT. Middlesex, Poolman v Gaffin 
Gloucester, Rhos Llantwit Coal Grove, J 
Co v Mon Railway and CanalCo Cnester, Parry v Williams 
Quain, J J B Maule, Esq, QC 
Derby, Ellis v Kirby Middlesex, Foxweil v Ths London 
Bramwe!l, LJ General Omnibus Co, limd 
Middlesex, Dodsworth & anr v Huddeston, 8B 
Ridgway Brothers Middlesex, Neck v Harris 


Not ingham Union v Tomkinson 
Barker v Stringer 


Co 
Chinn v Wheeler 
Williams v Wigney 
West v Houghton 
Gibbon v Palmer 


Huddleston, B Mellor, J 
Miidlesex, Haycox v Chetwynd Middlesex, Austin, exor, & v 
Bou'ton 


Huddleston, B 

Manchester, Turner v Galloway Hawkins, J 

Gloucester, Knight v The Globe 
Marine Insurance Co 


Fry, J 
Middlesex, Bennett v England 
Hud ileston, B 


Huddleston, B : 
London, Miller v Peters Middlesex, Highton & anr, exors, 
Denman, J &cv Treherse & anr 


Maidstone, Richard Evered & Co Hawkins, J 
limd v Rayden London, Wymer v Sheather 
Pollock, B 


L C Baron 
Ipswich, Sadier v Osborne London, Bannett v Deards 
Coiton, LJ Pollock, B 


SPECIAL PAPER. 
For ARGUMENT. 


Everton v Tho Droitwich SaltCo Wood &orsv Palmer& ors SC 
(Stands over.) Dem Cooke & ors v Sheard sc 

De Natoye v Goodacre Dem Burt v Fraser & aor Dem 
Parris v blowes Dem 


(Part heard.) 
Percival Smith & Co v Lawes’ 
Chemical Manure Co, lima 
(Part heard .) so 
APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO THE 
EXCHEQUER DIVISION, 
For JcopGMentT. Lancaster, Overseers of Liverpool 
Murdoch v The Loudon Street v Visitors of Lancaster Lunasic 
Tramsways Co Asyiun & ors 
For AreuMenr. Yorkshire, W R, Padsey Local 
Met Pol Dis, London, Brighton, & Board v Kaye 
South Coast Ry Co v Vestry of Moet Pol Dis, Jennings v Duncan 
St Giles, Camberwell Cornwall, Bennett & anr v Dingle 
London, Donavan v Brown Northumberland, Nestle, Smaile 
Kent, Tunbridge Wells, Tunbridge v Lambton & Co 
Weils Local Board v Akroyd Surrey, Sou hwark, Bray v South 
Leicester, Staples ¥ Stapies Easte:in Ry Co 


For JuDGMENT. 
Pharmaceutical Society v Lond 


& Provincial Supply Assn, limd 


For ARGUMENT, 
8ymington & Cov Bragg 
Angot v Dollman 


Westham Local Bonrd vy S'celey 


Brading v Swatheridge 


Passey v Oxford Local Board 
on Hunt v Chandler 
Withliams v¥ Stern 


Dover Rv Co 
Purves v Kiddie 
Mikin ¥ Bare 


Sehool Board for London v Harvey 
Jones v London, Chatham, and 


Huntingdonshire, Breed and ors v 
Theed 

Somersetshire, Crewkerne, Perry 
and anr v Obura 

Surrey, Croydon, Habershbon v 
Johnaton 

Cumberland, Lowthian ¥ Fiaacis 





anr 


For Jupemwenr. 
Murdoch vy Loadon Street Trame 
ways Co 
Neal v Clarke 
London, Baam ¥ Roberts 
Pollock, B 
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MIDDLESEX. 
EAster SittineG, 1879. 
(Continued from page 485.) 
Ex 82 Bobbit (A E Francis) v Buckland (W Justice) 
Q B 83 Crawcour (Dixon, Ward, and Co) v Gould (H H Hughes) 
Ex 84 Wridgway (Dawson and Co) v Baum {e M Cooke) 4 
Ex 85 McGregor (W Eley) v Tinker and anr (Rollit and Son) stayed 
CP 86 Konigs and Co (H W Chatterton) v Ogden and Co (WR 


ulp 

Ex 87 Holdernesse (Dod and L) v Holland (Sandom, K and K) 

-QB 88 Henty and Sons (Ravenscroft, H and W) v Westwood (W 

Wwlins) postponed 

© P 89 Turner (Lewis and Sons) v Cooper (T Sampson) 

QB 90 Deane (Lewis and Lewis) v Meredith (T Ellerton) stayed SJ 

Ex 91 Taylor and ors (R 8 Taylor and Sons) v Smith and anr 
(Brandons) postponed 

Ex 92 Carter (Wilkins, B and T) v Carter (J H Lydall) SJ 

C P 93 The London, Brighton, and South Coast Ry Co (Norton, 
R, and Co) v Garrett and ors (H Sheppard) postponed SJ 

Ex 94 Attorney-General (Hare and Fell) v Messageries Maritimes 
de France (Gellatly, Son and W) SJ 

CP 95 Gates and anr (Field, R and Co) v Sheppard (Hicklin & W) 

Ex 96 Roddam (J Perry) v Nicholls (Kisch and Co) 

Ex 97 Wyatt (J C Button and Co) vy Chambers (T H Williams) 

Ex sede 5 | _ ors (G B B Norman) v Baughan (Pawle, F, 
and Co 

QB 99 Barratt and Wife (R H B Macmullen) v Jefferson and Wife 
(A G Underwood) 

Ex 100 Montague (Joel Emanuel and Co) v Cooper (G M Cooke) 

Ex 101 Tough (S Chapman) v Walker (Lumley and L) 

C P 102 Harris (W B Croft) vy Reynolds (Peckham, M and P) 

CP 103 Andreas (Boulton and Sons) v Meyer (Wild, B and B) 
without a jury 

CP 104 Mogg (Noon and C) v Heathcote (E Warriner) 

€ P 105 Marshall (Wright and L) v Chapman (E Parnell) 

Ex 106 Firminger (C Gammon) v Brown (Wright and L) 

Q B 107 Farrer (Greig and M) v Naylor (Hawkes, W and 8) 

Ex 108 Shelton (Berry and B) v Martin (Tatham, O and N) 

C P 109 Lait (T and H R Gill) y Byas (Stones, M and Co) 

Ex 110 Charlton (G M Cooke) v Sawyer (Buchanan and R 

Ex 111 Baylis (T H Neal) v Metropolitan Inner Circle Completion 
Ry Co (Newman, S and H) SJ 

Ex 112 Upcott and ors, Executors (Crowder, A and V) vy Turner 

Beard and Sons) 

QB 113 Parry (J Shiers) v Parry (Deane, C and Co) 

C P 114Cave (J Edell) v Robson (R B H Fisher) 

QB 115 The Commissioners of the Admiralty (Hare and F) v Union 
Steam Ship Co (Hollams, Son and C) SJ 

C P 116 Upson and Wife (G H Finch) v The London Tramways Co, 
limd (H C Godfray) 

CP 117 Coleman (Campbell, R and Co) v Guiges (E D Lewis) stayed 

C P 118 Locke and anr (J Funston) v Jennings (R G Chipperfield) 

Ex 119 Hudson, Trading, &c (Blake and 8) v Beresford (H Windy- 


ban 
Ex 120 Notley (J C Matthews) v Kino (Terrell and H) 
Q B 121 Snowdon (Walker, M and W) v Taylor (J W Few and Co) 
C P 122 Waterhouse (E Beall) v Croston (Pritchard, E and Co) 
Ex 123 Archer (Paterson, Sons and G) v Trounce (Fox and Co) 
Q B 124 Wood and Co (J B Diarmid) v Akeroyd and Co (J W Sykes) 
Ex 125 Read (T R Apps) v Wood (Duignan and S) 
QB 126 Ford (C B Claydon) v Theobald (Lewis and L) 
C P 127 Bignell (Woodbridge and Son) v Horsley (Prior, B, Cand A) 


SJ 

C P 128 Merriman (T H Merriman) v Rawlins (J T Hazeldine) 
without a jary 

Ex_ 129 Hewish (W F Neave) v Aitken (Kimber and Co) 

Q B 130 Smith (J Neal) v Herzog (Underwood and Sons) 

Ex 131 Davis (Mackeson, T and A) v Symonds (A Wells) stayed 


SJ 
QB 132 Tafft and Co (H Holland) v Dunbar (Gadsden and T) 
Q B 133 Greenwall (Same) v McMurray (F Hill) 
C P 134Church (C Fitch) v Butt (J McLachlan) 
Ex 135 Moody (Scott and Co) v Ellison (S Chapman) 8J 
Ex 136 Dowling (R 8 Taylor and Son) v Prothero and ors (Hunt 
and Son) 8J 
Q B 137 Huzgins (D Warde) v Jenkins (in person) 
C P 138 Chisman (J M Clabon) v Turner and ors (@ R Pilgrim) 
Q B 139 Dixon (A G Ditton) v Klein (Plews, I and H) 
B 140 The Queen (J Attenborough) vy Campbell and anr (Lewis 
and L Brandons) 8J 
P 141 Farrer (Simpson and P) v Jeffery (Tilley and Soames) 
B 142 Crawcour (L Heritage) v Berndes (Nash and F) 
B 143 Scott (H H Banyard) vy Thomas (Hemsley and H) 
B 14+ Hill (Lumley and Lumley) v Harger (E 8 Gaisford) 
P 145 Cooke (‘T H Alderton) v Hazeldine (in person) 
B 146 The Queen (J B Batten) y Wyman and Booker (Lewis and 
Lewis) SJ 
Ex 147 Self (Southee) v London, Brighton, and South Coast Ry Co 
(Norton, Rose and Co) SJ 
QB 148 Tweedie (A T and W R Tweedie) v Catlin (Layton and J) 
QB 149 Pearce (Bowker, P B and C) v Cockburne (W P Moore) 
Ex 150 Paris (W M Flegg) v Jackson (Gush and P) 
C P 151 Walter (Peckham, M and P) v Jefferies (W R Preston) 
Ex 152 Wassman (R Martin) v Culliford (Hollams, Son and Co) 
commission 
Ex 153 Same (Same) v General Iron Screw Collier Co, limd (Same) 
commission 
Ex 154 ‘o— (J R MacArthur) v Rushbrook and anr (EG 
Volse: 
CP 155 Edgington (G M Wetherfield) v Williams (F Cotton) 
Q B 156 The London and 8 Western Bank (Vallance and V) y Went- 
worth (G E Smith) 8J 
CP 157 Nottage (Neish ana H) v Lancaster (in person) 
C P 158 Mitchell (J Haywood v Judd (Tilley and §) 
Ex 159 Dewe (Stones, M and 8) vy Easdown (Shaw and T) 
Q B 160 Minter (A R Steele) v Pratt (Guillaume and Sons) 
Q B 161 Brown (Nash and F) y Bayman (F Bradley) 


LeLHOA & 
re 


— 


CP 162 ae pos Oo (Markby, W and B) v Stephens (Stephens, 
m 


and T 

CP 163 Eversfield (Irwin and N) v Spence (Bolton and Co) 

QB 164 Clarke (C Butcher) v Jennings (Aldridge, T and M) 

C P 165 Maire (Bircham and Co) v Wray (L Lewis) 

Ex 166 Bull (H Rumney) v Matthews (F J and G Braikenridge)§SJ 

Q B 167 Wallis (G Robins) v Childs os H Orchard) 

Ex 168 Sawyer (Layton, Son and L) v Griffiths (Fisch, Son and H) 

Q B 169 Marsden, the younger (G W Marsden) v Haynes (Peckham, 
Mand P; TH E Ford) - ‘ 

CP 170 Burton (Todd and D) v The Manbre Saccharine Co, limd 
and anr (Wontnerand Sons) SJ _ 

CP 171 The Guardians of St Leonard, Shoreditch (Carey and Co) y 
Franklin (Ley and M) SJ 

QB 172 Hamley (Longeroft and M) v Crump (Evans and E) 

QB 173 Same (Same) v Same (Same) 

Ex 174 a (Singleton and T) v Bedford (Bellamy and §), 
ta; 


stay 
Ex 175 ee ed (Kynaston and G) v Seagrim (W Rawlins) 

Ex 176 Lilley (Same) v Tattershall (Singleton and T) 

Q B 177 Weight (G Booth) v Adams (J Lott) 

C P 178 Ridpath (Cronin and R) v Stahl (W Rogers) 

Ex 179 CoHingridge (H C Parker) v De la Rue and ors (Wilson, B 


andC) sJ 

QB 180 Roekaert and wife (C B Claydon) v Powell (J C Button and 
50 

Ex 181 Commercial Guarantee Society, limd (J Pettengill) v Taylor 
W Phil 


hilp 
QB 182 Bell (Prockter and A) v Budd (H Eede) 
C P 183 Hawthorn (Cookson, W and P) v Batters and ors (G J 
Batters; Parker and Co; Willoughby and C) 
CP 184 Stucley and ors (W C Hall) v Fairchild (Doyle and Son) 
QB 185 Budd (J Lott) v Harris (Watney, T and Co) SJ 
Ex 186 Holland (Withall and C) v Frampton and ors (F R Smith) 
Ex 187 The Mayor, &c, of Carlisle (E W and W B James) v The 
Lanacster and Carlisle Ry Co (R F Roberts), without 


ur, 

QB 188 foves (Lewis and L) v Morris (Belfrage and M) SJ 

C P 189 Gask (J Bowen May) v St Claire (C M Stretton) 

Ex 190 George (G H Hall) v Cox (Doyle and Son) 

Ex 191 Rogers (Same) v Hollingham (Pyke, I and P) 

Ex 192 Walton (Pownall, Son, C and K) v Clifford (Layton, Son 


and L) 

CP 193 The Trustee of the Estate of E W Mornington (T Kipping) 
v Barnes (E Hughes) 

CP 194 Fowler and ors (Wilson, B and C) v Alison (Thompson and 
D) SJ 


QB 195 Cochrane (J I Irving) v Yardley (M Scott and B), without 


ur, 
B 196 Gilbert and anr (Milne, R and M) v Sabunjie (F Brooks) 

C P 197 Ward (Tillyard and G) v Bird (Shepheard and Sons) 

QB 198 Heindrich (J G Dalzell) v Behrens (A C Lewis) 

Ex 199 Thane (A Drew) v Turner (Lee and P) 

Q B 200 Brown (A R Steele) v Allfrey (Routh, S and C) 

Q B 201 Roper and ors (Tufnell and $) v Roper (Dean and T) : 

QB 202 Brandon and anr (G S and H Brandon) v Bowles (Harri- 
son, B and H) : 

QB 203 May (Abbott, J and Co) v Head and wife and ors (@ B 
Crook 

Ex 204 March \e Kennedy) v Spooner (W Medcalf) 

Ex 205 Smith and anr (Cann and Son) v Knott (T Durant) 

Ex 206 Farley (W A Greatorex) vy Saunders (Chapple and Co) 

Ex 207 Gloucestershire Banking Co (Fallows and B) v James 
(Johnson and W), 2nd action 

CP 208 Davis (8 Scott) v De Burgh (Parkers) ; 

Ex 209 McGarth (Tamplin, T and J) v Fowke (R Martin) 

Ex 210 Slater (C Turner) v Wanklyn (R B Barrett) 

QB 211 Neave (J P Mann) v Webb (Cobbold and W) 

QB 212 Phillips (Saxton and Son) v Williams (W R Philp) 

ix 213 Magnus (C Stretton) v Tomlin (A E Briant) — 

QB 214 Farrar (H Sydney) v London Tramways Co, limd (H C God- 


fra, SJ 

CP 215 Catling (Howard and Co) v Ridley (Marriott and J) 

Q B 216 Bridges (Abbott and Co) v Weight (Carritt and Son) 

Ex 217 Saddler (Deane, C and Co) v Kimpton (Carr, B and Co) 

Ex 218 Torry (Chappell and G) v Westland (A Cox) SJ 

Ex 219 Thornton (R Hewlett) v Francis (J P Woulte) 

C P 220 Mastin (‘TS Wills) v ‘he London Steamboat Co (Newman, 
8 and H 

QB 221 Johnson le Butcher) v Barber (G J and P Vanderpump) 

Ex 222 Spalding and anr (R Furber) v Donajowski and anr 

Lumley and L; 'T A G Powell) 

Ex 223 Bryant and wife (GB Howard) v The Great Northern Ry 
Co(Nelson,BandN) SJ 

QB 224 Dolman (in person) v Gabrielli (Risley and 8) 

Ex 225 Sterrys (J J Tourle) v Keep (Tilley and Soames) 8J 

C P 226 Salmond (Lewis and Sons) v Short (Walter Jervis and T) 

C P 227 Westley (i Taylor) v Verner, Bart (J Davis) _ 

Ex 228 Hart (TR Apps) v Lister (S 8 Seal), commission 

Ex 229 Jervis (Lumley and L) v Ralph (Goldring and J) A 

Ex 230 Chilvers (O W Oakes) v Cogswell and anr (P G Rashleigh ; 

W Hicks) 

CP 231 Menote (W Hicks) v London and North-Western Ry Co 

R F Roberts) 8J 

Ex 232 Duchesne and anr (Pritchard, E and Co) v Cooper and anr 

(Beaumont and W) 8J 

Ex 233 Vasey (Same) v Same (Same) SJ 

CP 234The Tower Subway Co (J M Clabon) v Stevens and Son 

(J J Keily) SJ : 

QB 235 Barker and Co (Wordsworth and Co) v Grieves and Co (J 

Perry) 

Ex 236 Pontifex (Plunkett and Co) v Baker (W R Preston) 

Ex 287 Pitcher — De Gex and H) v Dunk and anr (Hawks, 

W and Co 

C P 238 Hewetson and anr (Shepheard and Son) v Welch (N Jour- 








dain 
CP 239 Coxall (W Hicks) v Bond (R Voss) 
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Ex 240 Bussey (Routh, Stacey and C) v London and North Western 
Co (RF Roberts) ) 


QB 241 Hoare (F ——— and Co) v Gt Britain Mutual Life Assur- 
ance Society (Prideaux and Son) SJ 

Ex_: 242 Stubbs (Yeo and Warner) vy Ashton (Bennett, D and B) SJ 

Ex 243 Walker (T F Allingham) v Frazer (Lewis and Lewis) 

QB 244 Dumas (G S and H Brandon) v Wyld (J T Hazeldine) 

Ex 245 London and Westminster Loan, &c, Co, limd (GJ and P 
Vanderpump) v Bleach (E Hawkins) 

illiams (Blewitt and T) v Barclay (Abbott and Co) 

Mercier (B Hallett) v Annesley (Horn and M) SJ 

Bennett, trading, &c (H W M Wetherfield) y Bloomfield 

(G E Smith 

Wheeler (F S Gosling) v Drew (F Taylor) 

Lovegrove (W H Orchard) v Harverson (Young and Sons) 
251 Griffith (GS and H Brandon) v Bedborough (Stocken and 
Jupp), without a jury 

Ex 252 Marshall (Hewitt and A) v Hendrickx (Goldberg and L) 

QB 253 Hunter and ors, trustees, &c (A Peachey) v Smith (C WL 
Berkeley) « 

Ex 254Clunes (Pattison, W and Co) v Tennant (Gregory, Rand 

‘0 


BE ESE 
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rg 
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Ex 255 Clint (Same) v Crozier and Co (P A Crozier) 
Ex 256 Pearson (C Mossop) v Gardner (Field, R and Co)* 
QB 257 Greenway (Webster and G) v Ovey (Torr and Co) 
Ex 258 De Natoye (W Eley) v Goodacre (W Woodall) 
C P 259 James (W Honey) v Power (Chapman and T) 
Chy 260 Howat and Co (Lawrance, Pand B) v Lyon and anr (G 
adham) SJ 
Chy 261 Heymann (Same) v Same (Same) SJ 
Q “4 262 Mellin (S S Seal) v Pedley (J Pedley) 
B 263 Bacon (GS Warmington) v Davey (T W Rogers) 
QB 264 Shepherd (J G Dalzell) v Francis (Fladgate, S and F) 
QB 265 Prescott (Bowker, P, B and Co) v Samborne (Gedge, K and 


M) SJ 

CP 266 Kerr (Walker, W and B) v Campbell (Gush and Co) SJ 

Ex 267 Godwin (Jones, B and Son) v Hall (Geare and Son), with- 
out jury 

Ex 268 Moeder (Sharpe, P and Co) v Phillips (@ H Finch) 

CP 269 Palmer and anr (C Dudley) v Hovell and anr (Smith and 


Ex 270Harper (E H Parnell) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C 


Godfray) 

CP 271 Thomas and Wife (J B May) vy London and S Western Ry 
‘0 (H Hall) 

CP 272 Hammett (A S H Jones) v Rigg (Roberts and B) 

CP 273 Gubb (Noon and C) v London and N Western Ry Co (RF 


oberts) 

Ex 274Bowden (C E Goldring) v Standard Iron and Steel Co, 

limd (Rooks and Co) j 

Ex 275 O’Neill, trading, &c (‘T Edwards) v Clarke (E H Barlee) 

Ex 276 Valleria (J Proffitt) v Armitt (Lumley and L 

QB 277 =— (Vallance and V) v Beamish (G 8S and H Bran- 
on 

Ex 278 1 and anr (Ff Lamb) v Wheeler and anr (Boyce 


an 
Ex 279Inman (Chester and Co) v Ruffell (Belfrage and M), to be 
heard by B Pollock 
CP 280 Lowe (H T Chambers) v Hartridge (Hughes, H and Co) 
CP 281 Garnham (Wright and Law) v May (H Morris) 
QB 282 Junor (Nasi and F) v Batchelor (N White) 
Ex 283 Baker (W Brewer) v Carr and anr (In person) SJ 
B 284 Burr (R C Anwyl]) v Emanuel (in person) SJ 
P 285 Fagg and anr (Wills and Watts) v Stride (J J Rodgers) 
P 286 McLeod (TS Wills) v National Provincial Bank of England 
and anr (Wilde, B, M and W) 
P 287 White and Co (Same) v Parsons (W Bussell) 
B 288 Barker and Co (Wordsworth, B, H and P) v Beach and anr 
(H Tyrrell) 
x 289 Dubois and anr (W Maynard) v Murray (G@ J Jennings) 
x 290 Willsmer (Beaumont and W) v The Local Board for the 
acca of Leyton (Wragg and E) Before Sir H Hawkins, 


S. 

CP 291 Marshall and anr, trading, &¢ (H R Jones) v The Scar- 
borough Laundry Washing Co, limd (E Doyle and Sons) 

Q B 292 Warin (S S Seal) v Hollis (Ellis and C) 

CP 293 Humphreys (Markby, W and B) v Blyther and anr (H J 
and T Child) SJ 

CP 294 Bouchard (Willoughby and Cox) v Wlllsmer (Reep, Lane, 
and Co) SJ 

Ex 295 Hooper and Son (Sandon, K and K) v Porter (T E Watkin) 

Q B 296 Southwell (J G Joyce) v Scotter (J L Banks) without jury 

Ex 297 Clifton (J M Green) v Roy Bros (L Pass) 

CP 298 Hurndall (R H Harris) v Young and anr (J M Green) 

B 299 Bentall (G@ Thompson) v Seagrim (W Rawlins) 

x 300 Russell and anr (Taylor, H and T) v Nunn (Blake and W) 

P 301 Hatfield and ors (Weed and White) v Chamberlaine (Plun- 

kett and 

B 302 Jackson and Wife (Wynne, R and B) v Heard (J Fonston) 

B 303 Joseph (H T Roberts) v Bellman (H W Mackreth) 

B 304 Moore (Ford, L and B) v Bryant (C Butterfield) 

B 305 Brandon and anr (in Person) v Harrison and anr (in Person) 


Qae 


ee £0 
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Ex 306 Hickmore (Chappell and G) v Colman (Shum, C and Co) 

Q B 307 Soloman (in Person) v Clay (J R Tindale) without jury 

CP 308 Owen (A 8S H Jones) v Fry (W H Payne) 

Ex 309 Steele and ors (Stones, M and 8) v The Vestry of St Leo- 
nard, Shoreditch (Mills, M and L) SJ 

C P 310 Jennings the elder (T S Wills) vy Hamlyn (R F Hodgson) 

Ex $11 Tudor and anr (H Tudor) v Durrant (Duffield and B) 

QB 312 Peters (A R Steele) v Elliott (Austen and De Gex) 

Q B 313 Hadlow (Same) v Hadlow (Doyle and Sons) 

Ex 314 Toovey (Withall and C) v Hobern (‘T D Dutton) 

CP 315 mo (E Lee) v Northern Credit Co, limd (Tillyard 
and Co 

Ex 316 Nash (Sandom, K and Co) v Climpson (L W Gregory) 

CP 317 Hawker and ors (Garrard, J and W) v Flight (T Cotton) SJ 

QB 318 Rodgers and Co (J W Hickin) v Carlyle (J Cotton) 








Ex 319 Hyman (L Barnett) vy Day (H W Christmas) 

CP 320 Dorking Grey Stone Lime Co (J Edell) vy Hack andors 
(Saffery and Co) 

CP 321 Cowley (F Scott) v Booth (Rye and C) SJ 

C P 322 Froud (Same) v Druce and anr (Mead and mi 

CP 223 — (Peckham, M and P) v Boutland (Billinghurst 

QB 

Cc 


an 
324 Lloyd (Wedlake and L) v Skoines and Co (W H Cannon) 
P 325 a and L) v Bevan, trading, &c (J AandH B 
1 


Farnfield) t 

C P 326 Willoughby, Bros (Surr, G and B) v Commercial Steamship 
Co, limd (J Sheppard) SJ 

Ex 3827 Harnett (Plunkett and L) v Ellen (Austen, De Gex and H) 

Ex 328 —— (Wilson, B and C) v Rosenthal and Co (Lewis and 
L)s8 


Ex 329 Truscott (Galmoye and Co) v Diamond Rock Boring Co, 
limd (Norton, R N and B) 

Ex 330 Priest (E W Owles) v Stephenson (Ashurst, M, C and Co) 

Ex 331 Evans (Keene and M) v Burgess (G H K and G A Fisher) 

Q B 332 Gould (Lee and G) v Barclay (Abbott, J and A) 

Q B 333 Maxwell (Linklater and Co) v Barnard (E Newman) SJ 

CP 334 Sheffield and anr (Dillon, Webb and W) v Bluck (Dixon, 
Ward and Co 

Ex 335 Coxon (R H Wilkins) v Wheatcroft (Paterson, 8 and B) 

Ex 336 Mason (T R Apps) v Etheridge (Crowdy and Sons) 

Ex 337 Vincent (W Bohm) v Hornby (W T Ricketts) 

Q B 338 Villa (M Abrahams and R) v Sant Antoine (King and P) 

Ex 339 Hill (G@ Walker) v Reynolds (S Tripp) 

QB 340 uot and anr (Thompson and D) v Becker (Simpson 
and C 

Q B 341 Same (Same) v Mills (Same) stayed 

Q B 342 Same (Same) v Smerdon (J H Lamb) 

Q B 343 Same (Same) v Dimmock (Same) 

Q B 344 Cockett (Baker and N) v Topham (Beard and Son) 

Ex 345 Woosnam (Austen, De Gex and H) v Plumb and anr (Digby 


and J) 
C P 346 Gask (J B May) v Nunn (Blake and W) 
Ex 347 Brown and Co (T R Apps) v Cunningham (W Beck) 
C P 348 Trist (T Sampson) v O’Brien (C W L Berkeley) 
Q B 349 Stroud and anr (Pearpoint and Co) v Vicary (Worthington 
dE) SJ 


an 
Q B 350 The Mutual Society (Linklater and Co) v Lawrence (Stocken 


and J) 

Ex 351 T Ashby and Co (8 D Ashby) v Godbold and others (Web- 
ster and G 

Q B 352 Watson (Lewis and L) v Tennent (Ellis, M and Co) SJ 

C P 353 Ottone (L Davis) v Joseph (J Joseph) 

CP 354 Green (F M White) v Potter and Co (J S Licorish) 

QB 355 London and County Advance and Discount Co, limd (WH 
Podmore) v Sharpe (E Betteley) 

C P 356 Ganney, by next friend (J Robinson) v Halsey (G O Rutter} 
without jury 

Ex 357 Vandenhoff (Singleton and T) v Barker (Lewis and L) 

Ex 353 Dodd and anr (Withall and C) v Bingenmann and ors 
(Hicklin and W) 

Ex 359 Box (Nicoll and 8) v Hatfield and ors (Weed and 

C P 360 Sparling (J A Parry) v Rose (Farrar and F) ° 

Ex 361 Kelley (G B B Norman) v Corbett (T R Apps) 

C P 362 Prochownick (H Wickens) v Beaton (A T Hewitt) 

Ex 363 Townsend (J S Cole) v Cavendish (Bailey, S and G) SJ 

C P 364 Cunnington (Stoneham and L) v Mansell (Nelson, Son and 
H) 


Ex 365 Harris (Young and T) v Lewis (Nicol, Sons and Jones) 

Q B 366 Johnson —— Dand K) v Laming and Wife (E Doyle 
ani Sons 

Ex 367 Emanuel (W H Hudson) v Edwards (J G Stogden) 

Ex 368 Churchill (J B Churchill) v Clark (Lumley and L) 

Ex 369 Hamilton (J C Selby) v Rogers (Same) 

Ex 370 Smith (Yorke and B) v South-Eastern Ry Co (W B Stevens 


SJ 

C P 371 Robey (T W Rogers) v Maclaren (A Burn) 

CP 372 Harrap (Noon and C) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C God- 
fray) $ 


ray) SJ 

Q B 373 Mooreshead (J W Hicken) v Francis and ors (Johnson & W) 

C P 374 Fitzgerald (J B May) v Coopman and ors (JP May) 

CP 375 Hargrave (CJ Cole) v Wilkins (J E Lickfold) 

Ex 376 Taylor and ors (Paterson, 8 and B) v Blowes (Beaumont 
and B) 

Q B 377 Shingleton (W E Duncan) v Nokes (S H Behrend) 

Ex 378 Stiles (Lewin and Co) v Dangell (Doveton, Smith and B) 

Q B 379 Martin (C Etherington) v Pascoe (Blake and Snow) 

Ex 380 Cutbush (Venn and Woodcock) v Rendall (T H Strangways) 

QB 381 May and Hassell (B E Greenfield) v South-Eastern Ry Co 
(W R Stevens) SJ 

Ex 382 Godfrey and Wife (R F Austin) v Londonand South-Western 
Ry Co (M H Hall) 

Ex 383 The Braich Goch Slate Quarry Co, limd (Bolton, Rand B) v 
Collings (Lewis, M and L) SJ 

Q B 384 Batley and anr (R Wood) v Fairhead (W A Sturt) 

C P 385 Hudson (A Hicks and Arnold) v Murrow and Holt (Keene 

Q B 386 Selkirk (Rand E Bastard) vy Watkins (Farnfields) 

CP 387 Whiting (C J Cole) v Briden (W H Orchard) 

Ex 388 Driver (Evansand E) v Wastell (C Butcher) 

C P 889 Le Touzel (J Pullen) v Roy and anr (in Person) SJ 

Ex 390 Buckingham (G Hancock) v Isgate (Cordwell and T) 

C P 391 Fowke (S T Cooper) v Wells (in Person) 8J 

C P 392 Hook (Lewis and Co) v London, Chatham, and Dover RyCo 

J White 

CP 393 poynolds a Wife (Wilde, B and B) v London and North- 
Western Ry Co (R F Roberts) SJ : 

Ex 394 Richardson (Willoughby and Vox) v Perkins (F Richardson 
and §) 

C P 395 Barrington (W Hicks) v Young and anr (Dupree, Austen 

rei 


and Co 
Ex 396 Apperley (H F A Davis) v London General Cab Co, limd (H 
<imber and Co) 
CP 397 Waits (Dillon, Webb and W) v West Surrey Water Co 
(Wyatt, Hand H) SJ 
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CP 398 Rymill (TS Ashwin) v Kingsley (W Scadding) 8J 

Ex 399 Jay and ors (Burne and Hunt) v Hivesand anr (Darley & C) 

CP 400 White (Peckham, M and P) v British Equitable Assurance 
Co (H Gover) 

QB 401 Janes (Rand E Bastard) v Love and anr (G C Winckworth) 

Ex 402 Pratt (NS ESteinberg) v Harrison and Terram (Farnfields) 

Ex 403Same (Same) v Morrison and Austin (T R Watson) 

Ex 404 Roads (W T Ricketts) v Tipping (J C Button and Co) 

©P 405 Thrupp (J J Cridland) vy Kemeys-Tynte (Baker, Folder & U) 

Ex 406 Nightingall (W O Reader) v Rowlands (H Windybank) 

B 407 Mason (N Jourdain) v Nicholson (Palmer, B and F) 8J 

P 408 Fox (Kisch, Son & H) v Pretty and ors (R and A Russell) 

P 409 Same (Same) v Same (Same), 2nd action 

B 410 Key (L Lewis) v Gibson (W R Preston) 

x 4ll wires soy" Child) y London and South-Western Ry Co 

a 

Ex 412 Gibson (Fallows and B) v Morgan (Jones, B and Son) SJ 

Ex 413 Heap (C Mossop) v Heskett (Lewis and L) SJ 

CP 414 Walton (Leathes and M) v Harrison (W Rawlins) 

CP 415 Tullock (J J Watts) v Bowerman (Collette and C) SJ 

CP 416 Baxter and ors (Baxter and Co) v Ashworth (Matthews and 
G), without jury 

CP 417 Thomas, trading, &c (Lucas & Coe) v Tennant (Darley and 


2) 


Cc 
c 
Q 
E 


Q B 418 Capital and Counties Bank (Nash and F) v Henty and Sons 
(Robinson, P and Co) SJ 

CP 419 Verrall (Renshaw and R) v Cleaver (Tilleard, G and H) 

Ex 420 Bass and ors (R H Wilkins) vy Warner (Stevens and Co) 

*C P 421 Martin (Poole and Hughes) v Chapman (Beale, M and Co) 
Q B 422 Claperéde (M Webb and Son) v Davis and anr (J M Green) 
QB 423 Elkan (Same) v Elkington (G J Jennings) 

QB 424 Dowsett (Same) v King (Brooke and Co) 

Q B 425 London and South-Western Bank, limd (J J Hubbard, Son 

and E) v Edwards and Son (Ingle, Cand H; GE Kaye 


and Co) 
Ex 426 Hurley (W T Ricketts) vy N Metropolitan Tram Co (HC 


Godfray 
CP 427 Stanham (Wild, B and B) v Walton and anr (Pitman and L) 
Ex 428 Colman and Wife (T M Wilkin) v Wilkin (Pyke, I and P) 
Q B 429 Hook (H G Smith) v Butt and ors (Digby and Jones) 
Ex 430 Jay (J R Bailey) v Woolf (T Whitwell) 
Ex 431 Phillips and ors (A T Cox) v Satchwell (C A Swaine) 
CP 432 Togwell (W Medcalf) v Burgess (E Beall) 
-Q B 433 Cooke (M Shephard) v Hyde (Parkers) 
Ex 434 Mappin (Dod and L) v Trotman (T D Dutton) 
QB 435 Airey (T Noton) v Byiord (J Plaskett) 
Q B 436 Brice (Harrison, B and H) v Hecla Fire Insurance Corpora- 
tion, Fry garnishee (Chester and Co) 
‘Q B 437 Faulkner (G J Robinson) vy Smith and ors (Plews, I and H) 


8 
QB 438 Hurst (A R Steele) v Rumford (Dod and L) 
Ex 439 Brook and anr (C R Copeman) v Holloway (J Whitehouse) 
Ex 440 Kaye and Co (R Hewlett) v Moss (Doyle and Sons) 
‘Q B 441 Russell (Nash and F) v Watson (H P Richards) 
QB 442 Tucker (Courtenay andC) v Fisher (Bristow and §) 
CP 443 Carlton (Horne and H) v Saunders (Chapple, W and C) 
Q B 444 Moore (Morley and 8) v Havers (Duffield and B) 
CP 44 Vincent (R Beale) v Snellgrove (Stocken and J) 
Ex 44 Topping (Duffield and B) v Irlam and Co (Pritchard, E and 


0) 
‘Bx 447 — —— and B) v Compressed Tea Co, limd (E An- 
rews 

CP 448 Lewis, Secy, &c (Barnard and Co) v Harris (W Beck 

C P 449 Paine (G M Wetherfield) v Hay (Walker, B AoA Co) ) 

Ex 450 Gouvill (@ B Howard) v Layton (Lewis and L) 

C P 451 Jacobs (L Davis) v Reynolds and Co (C Sawbridge) 

Q B 452 Gibbs (G Crafter) v Devenish (R Bridger) 

Ex 453 Toynbee (f R Apps) vy Akroyd (Hamlin and G) 

Ex 454 Jackson (C E Goldring) v Knight (T D Dutton) 

QB 455 Browne, trustee, &c (Nash and F) v Gregory (W J Foster) 

Q B 456 Wingrove (Same) v Kettlewell (4 H Oliver) 

“Ex 457 Welch (H Pook and Son) v Ure and wife (Palmer, E and N) 

Chy 458 Adams (Cottman and C) v Griffin (J Edell 

Ex 459 Lister (H H Hughes) v Arnold (J Pettengill) 

Ex 460 Peal (Hamlin and G) v Vosper (In person) 

C P 461 D’Avigdor (Fulvoye, F and Co) v Labouchere and ors 
(Lewis and L) SJ 

Ex 42 =o MP (Rickards W and M) v Rogers (Bailey, 8 
and 

CP 43 Olorenshaw (T W Palmer) v Ebben (R Rumney) 

P 464 Stuckey’s Banking Co (Wills and Watts) v Webster and 
Edwards (Coode, K and C) SJ 
Ex 465 Buckland, trading, & (Ff R Coote) v Scales and anr (Chap- 
Ex 66 deo wa (Eh 1 Sh 
ux > Hayward (Elwes and Sharpe) v Clarke (Lewin and Co’ 

C P 467 Bath and Son (Jobnson, Upton and Co) v Dickinson Chay. 
wards, K and Co) SJ 

CP 43Ray (H W Chatterton) v Ashley (Gush and P) 

QB 469 Duke of Bedford (E Mirams) v Tripplin (Singleton and T) 

C P 470 Newman (H Dinn) v South-Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) 

Ex 471 A e —— v The Great Northern Ry Co (Nelson, B 
and N) 8 

CP 472 Taylor (C V Lewis) v Mitchinson (B Gray) 

QB 473 Elkington (Lumley and L) v Van Wart (Bircham and Co) 

Ex 474 Wright (Rooke and Son) v The Co of Proprietors of the 

f _ Grand Junction Canal (Field, Rand Co) §. 

c P 475 Wilkin (Lewis and Sons) v Barnard (Treherne and Ww) 

CP 476 Wilkin (Lowleas and Co) v Griffin (Pattison, W, G and K) 

Q B 477 Crooke (Bowker, P, B and Co) v Wheeler (Whites, R and 


Co) 

Ex 478 Cator (C Progers and Son) v Reed (W F Nokes), without 
jury 

QB 479 Absell (Layton, Son and L) v Hancock (Routh, 8 and Co) 


Ex 480 Archer ‘wane C and Co) v Accident Insurance Co (Mercer 
an 
QB #1 — and ors (Brighten, P and N) v Pugh (Baylis and 





QB 482 Lee (Lee and G) v Hoare (Hope and Co) 

C P 483 Steer (Cobbo!d and W) v Savory (Fladgate, S and T) 

Ex 484 Broom and wife (H W Christmas) v North Metro Trams Co 
(H C Godfray) SJ : 

QB 485 Lowe, executor (W A Day) v Armison and anr (J L 


Morris) 

Q B 486 Sissons = Smith and W) v Jepson and anr (W H 
Tattam 

Ex 487 Heinrueth (Emanuel and Co) v Furber (R Furber) 8J 

Ex 488 Capron (Peacock and G) v Maling (E B Tattershall) 

Ex 489 Cooper and anr (Hamlin and G) v Waymouth (Allen and 


Son) - 
Ex 490 Jacobs ~ wife (J C Button and Co) v Whitehead (Turner 
and Son 
Ex 491 — and ors (D E Chandler) v D’Alcorn (Pike and 
on 
Ex 492 —. and anr (Rooks aud Co) v Powis (Montagu and 


‘0 
Ex 493 Le Marchant (Bolton, R and B) v Howlett (G R Pilgrim) 
Ex 494 Radclyffe (Baker, F and W) v Raffety (Hepburn and 


Son) i 
CP 495 = (Nelson, Son and H) v Liardett (W H Dunster) 


C P 496 Doyle (A T Hewitt) v Silvester (Maples, T and Co) 

Ex 497 Mullins and Co (Bradford and H) v Durrant (in person) 

Ex 498 Hartog (Saxeiby and F) v Davis (J M Barnard) 

Q B 499 Homan (R Chapman) v Brew and anr (Patey and W) 

Ex 6500 Barter (Yorke and B) v Grove (C Thorp) ; P 

P 501 Brocklesby (Ley and B) v Rubinstein (S Rubinstein) 

P 502 Morton (W Stollard) v Tupman (Cordwell and T) 

P 603 Same (Same) v Pillischer (Stoneham and L) 

P 504 Price’s Patent Candle Co, limd (Wilson, B and C) v Heap 
andanr (Laytonand J) SJ 

Ex 505 Sanville (Beaumont and W) v De Bussche (J H Shake- 


speare) 

QB 506 Venables (Pike and Son) v Murray and anr (Lumley and 
L 

QB 507 i os (J J Hubbard, Son and E) v Searle (Langley and 


Ex 508 Carey (WO Reader) v Great Northern Ry Co (Nelson, B 
and Co) S8J 
C P 509 Porter (Pawle, F andC) v Midland Ry Co (Beale, M, B and 


G) SJ 

QB 510 The London Gas Light Co(H E Brown) v Ross (Bradford 
and H) 

QB 511 Brown (Young and Sons) v Armstrong (Paterson, 8 and 


CP 512 Hunt (T C Russell) vy O'Connor (F Norton) 
CP 513 Same (Same) v Same (Same), 2nd action F 
QB 514 Markwick (G Thompson) v Hardingham (A 8 Harding- 


ham 

CP 515 Williams (Watson, Son and R) v Fair (W F Morris) 

Ex 516 Learoyd (Learoyd, L and P) v Rayner (J S Lickorish) 

C P 517 Cutting (Lowless and Co) v Thomas (A G Spaull) 

Ex 518 Worthington (J C Cox) v Wallis (E J Richards) 

Ex 519 Harfeld (J N Mason) vy Whitehouse (Rooks and Co) 

QB 520 The Societe Francaise des Asphaltes, limd (Rose, I and 
Son) v Southall (Berry and B) 

QB 521 Collyer (H Levy) v Gibbon (T H Neal) SJ 

CP 522 Randall (Spcechley and Co) v Cole and anr (C Mossop) 

QB 523 Homfray (J T Hazeldine) v Graves (T F Allingham) 

Ex 524 Casey (Hatton and W) v Ellis (Murray, Hand 8) 8 

Ex 625 Richmond and anr (D Aston) v Russell and Co (Crowder, A 
and V 

Ex 526 Isaacson (Dod and L) v Currie (Lucas and Son), stayed SJ 

Ex 627 Holland (Withall and C) v Spenceley (H J and T Child) 

C P 528 Skuse (Nye and G) v Blackley (Layton and J) 

C P 529 Mackreth (H W Mackreth) v Bruce (E W Owles) 

CP 530 By Agra Bank, limd (Ashurst, M and Co) v Gray (Markby, 

and Co) 8J 
Ex 6531 Pickworth (Hatton and W) v Quinn and anr (Beachcroft 
T 


a) 


ia] 


an 
Ex 532 Goldring and anr (E Jukes) v Kirkham (Linklater and Co) 
Q B 533 Barwick (G Thompson) v Smith and anr (‘I C Russel) 
Q B 534 Scott and Co (H B Clarke and Son) v Kruszinski (H Mon- 


tagu) 

Q B 535 Bond (F Bradley) v Buckley (Kent and Piling) 
Kx 536 Puttock (Hatton and W) v Sole (G@ and W Webb) 

Ex 537 Ellery (Curtis and Betts) v Clarke (R A Kelley) 

Ex 538 Hart (Burton, Y and H) v Godfrey (in Person) 8J 

Ex 539 Knight (Hillearys and ‘l') vy Wood (R Voss) 

Ex 540 McGovarin (Same) v Leah (Tatham, O and N) 

Ex 541 Roberts (R Wood) v Watson and Co (W Royle) 

C P 542 Knowles and anr (Johnson, Upton and Co) v The London, 
f Chatham, and Dover Ry Co and anr (J White) 8J 

Cc P 543 Same emne) v Hill and anr (Allen and E) 8J 

C P 544 Same (Same) v Marshall and anr (Same) 8J_ 

Q B 544 Gay (G Sand H Brandon) v Labouchere (Lewis and L) 8J 

Ex 545 High (C Gregory) v Law (Marsden and Son) 

Q B 547 Walker (W Hicks) v Maskell (Proctor and Co). 

Q B 548 Humber (R Ballard) v North Staffordshire Railway Co 

3 (Burchells) SJ 

C P 549 Thompson (Woodbridge and Sons) v Dyer (LA Wenn 

Q B 550 Thorpe (M Abrahams and R) v Nettleship (Prior, B and Co) 


ix 651 Morricon and ora (Emmett and Son) v Sheriff and ors (Val- 
— “¥ V; Bircham and Co; Lambert and Co; Cope 
and Co 

Q B 552 Finn (C A Flint) v Rayment and Son (Routh, 8 and C) | 

CP 653 — (Field, Roscoe and Co) v Lethbridge (Lethbridge 

and Son) 8J 

Ex 554 Michael tH H Poole) v Morris (W G Morris) 

Q B 555 Kirkby (D Wade) v Parker ie W G King) 

C P 556 Scott, Cuthbertson and Co (J L Tomlin) v Smith (in Person 

Ex 657 — and anr (‘Talbot and T) v Cadmore (Coombe and 





Ex_ 558 Same (Same) v Pugh and anr (Same) 8J 
Q B 659 Hall (Alsop and Co) v Schilizzi (Janson, C and P) 8J 
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CP 560 Murdoch (G J Ottaway) v St Clair (Harcourt and M) 

¥x 561 Blake (Last and Sons) v Blake (G Robins) SJ 

Ex 562 —— Wells (Dod and L) v Earl Desart (Horn and 
M 


QB 563 Bentley (R J Bowerman) v Edwards, (Kaye and Co) 
1st’ action 

Q B 564 Same (Same) v Same, (Same) 2nd action 

Ex 565 Collins (A H May) v Cadd (J H Waring) 

Ex 566 Balderson (Same) v Pugh (T Beard and Sons) 

QB 567 Re (J Rae) v London Tramways Co, limd (H C Godfray) 


C P 568 Wrentmore (in Person) v Kaye (G E Carpenter) 

Ex 569 Frost (Chapman, T' and P) v Bone (West, K, A & Co) 

C P 570 Clarke (T Kipping) v Hay (C A Jenkins) 

QB 571 Nash (Pike and Son) v 'T'redweil (Longeroft and M) 

QB 572 Thornton and anr (W B Palmer) v Hatton (W H Orchard) 

Ex 573 Beyfus (G Carew) v Foster (Button and Co) 

C P 574Mitchell (J B May) v North Metropolitan Tram Co, limd (H 

Godfray) SJ 

C P 575 Moss (M Abrahams) v Same (Same) SJ 

CP 576 Taylor (E Sweeting) v Organ and anr (Hayes and Co) 

QB 577 The Standard Lubricating Oils Co, limd (D W Pearse) v 
Hounsell, Bros and Co (E Hounsell) 

QB 578 = (May, Sykes and B) v Matthews and anr (Lowless 
and Co 

579 Emanuel (J M Barnard) v Moses (J Emanuel) 

680 Doulton and Co (G@ W Barnard) v Dover Bros and anr (in 

Person) 

581 Fisher (A 8 H Jones) v Swinyard (Child and Co) 

582 Search (Pittman and 8) v Toogood (J Fraser) 

583 -* (G@ Thatcher) v MclIlwraith, McEarcharn and Co (R 


Q2QQ ae 


Hill) 
584 Clarke (Same) v Grady (Young, Jones and Co) 
585 Lord Boyne (J Crowdy and Son) v Armer (8 B Hoyle) 
x 586 Pensom (W 'l’ Boydell) v Hay (Walker, B and W) 
QB 587 Taylor (Guscotte, W and B) v Same (Same) 
Ex 588 Karles (Clarkson, Son and G) v Herring and ors (J C 


wd wy yh 


Hoo 


Asprey) &8J 
QB 589 — (Guscotte, W and D) v Williamson (Tutvoye, F 
and 


QB 590 Lee (in person) v Plowman and Co (J Emanuel and Co) 
Ex 6591 Trousdale (GJ and P Vanderpump) v Trousdale (William- 
son, H and Co) 


Ex 592 — (I! White and Sons) v Bacon (Wordsworth, B, H and 


nw 


593 Buckland (E Bastard) v Messenger (Lewis and Sons) 

594 Langham (A G Diiton) v North and Soutn Woolwich Sub- 
way Co (P B Cunningham) 

595 Clunie (in person) v Denny (Bennett, D and B) 

596 Rutter (I D Dutton) v Wright (G E Goldring) 

B 597 Stevens (J H Lamb) v Gray (Tippetts and Co) 

QB 598 Same (Same) v Blackmore (Same) 

Ex 599 Paul (Bradford and H) v Meynell and anr (G A Crawley 


Soo £0 
SB Bw 


and A) 

CP 600 Spooner (Gregory, R and Co) v Ross and anr (in person; 
Young, J anu Co) 

CP 601 Kiallmark (Woodbridge and Sons) v Hobson (Longcroft 


and M) SJ 
CP 602 Pilbeam (H Dean) v Mace and anr (Kersey and K) 
QB 603 Hewitt (A S Hardingham) v Bagot (Lewis and L) 
CP 604 Beresford (Pawle, F and C) v Trevelyan (J Lott) 
C P 605 Hodgson (J Hayward) v Nicholls (C M Roche) 
CP 606 Hornby (Beal and De Soyres) vy Mycock (Learoyd and 


Co 

QB 607 Bligh (Combe and W) v Sheerness Local Board of Health 
(Street, Son and P) 

CP 603 Harvey and anr (Burton, Y and H) v Archbishop of Canter- 
bury (Lee, B and L) 

CP 609 Lambert (‘odd and C) v Skinner (Marchant and P) 

QB 610 Freshwater (G Clark) v Cory and anr (Farnfields) 

Ex 611 Montefiore (Emanuel and Co) v Maclean (Green and P) 

Ex 612 Cook (Paterson, S and B) v Stone (Goldring and J) 

Ex 613 Burton (J S Ward) v Duncan (J Allen) 

Ex 614 Harrison (Sole, T and Co) v Mullens and anr (J Raven and 


Co) SJ 

CP 615 Wood (‘i C Russel) v Ivory and Co (Beyfus and B) 

QB 616 Kirby (D Wade) v Norman (H Aird) 

Ex 617 George (in person) v Garward (Blachford, R, K and W) 

QB 618 Nowell (A G Ditton) v Stocker and ors (W Justice) 

QB 619 Same (same) v Bucknill and anr (Mead and D; F Hill) 

QB 620 Same (Same) v Tuke (G H K and G A Fisher) 

Ex 621 Henderson (U J Inglis) v Taylor (Williamson, H and Co) 

QB 622 Jaques (Brundrett and Co) v London Trams Co, limd (H C 
Godfray) SJ 

QB 623 Belding (R Chandler) v The Norwich Union Fire Insurance 
Society (Blake and H) SJ 

CP 624 Halfhead and anr (Lewis and Sons) v Tubbs and anr 
Chapple, W and C) 

QB 625 Rayment and Son (Routh, § and C) v East Barnet Valley 
Local Board (Denton, H and B) 

CP 626 Way (C Bassett) vy Blackburn and Son (T D Dutton) 

QB 627 Carter (Hicklin and W) v Nield (Carr, Son and TT) 

oy 628 Frost (Minet, S and H) v Mickleburgh (Field, R and Co) 

QB 629 Eckhans (H Sydney) v Lefever (Lewis and L) 

CP 630 Goulton (Poole and H) v Budworth (Paterson, 8 and B) 

QB 631 Thompson and ors (Dean, C and Co) v Swann and ors 
(White and Son ; Hilder and Co) 

Ex 632 White and anr (Vaterson, 8 and B) v Nunn (J L Morris) 

J 


Ex 633 Wass (Parker and B) v Lewis (Cheston and Sons) 

Ex 634 Ney (Same) v Aston (C O Newman) 

C P 635 Clemence (Nickinson, P and N) y Clarke (Lewin and Co) 

CP 636 Davis and wife (I Scott) vy The South Eastern Ry Co (WR 
Stevens 

CO P 637 Mead (E Lloyd and Co) v Rudkin (Layton and Co) 


CP 640 Taylor (Wilkinson and H) v Acton Local Board of Healthy 
(Hemsley and H) 

QB 641 Fraser (W T Reeve) v Arnold (Plunkett and L) 

QB 642 Kent (J asst v Dairy Reform Co, limd (Lane and M) 

Ex 643 Ross Webb) v Barnard (S T Nevett) 

Ex 644 Green (R Voss) v Stewart (Rose, I and Son) 

Ex 645 Sketchley (G J and P Vanderpump) v Israel (R Chapman). 

Ex 646 The Planet Building Society (Ingle, C and H) vy Holloway 
(Hillearys and T 

Ex 647 Job (C Mossop) v Craven (Doyle and Sons) 

QB 648 —, a and D) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C 

iy, 


QB 649 Moore (Kingsford and Co) v Titcomb (Crowder and Co) 

CP 650 Greaves (A J Miles) v Combe and anr (Stileman and N) 

CP 651 Musselwhite (G W Barnard) v Burrell (Withall and C), 

Q B 653 Hedger (J T Hazeldine) v Lark (W R Preston) 

QB 653 Dicker (Tidy and T) v Arundell (Horn and M) 

QB 654 Burton (Faithful and O) v Dean (J T Hazeldine) 

QB 655 Bond (J Cotton) v N Netropolitan Tram Co (H C Godfray)y 

C P 656 Peeters (C W Taylor) v Metropolitan Ry Co (Burchells) 

QB 657 Cooper (J Evans) v Milne (Tidy and T) 

Ex 658 Louis (J McMillan) v Jefreys and anr (G C Smith) 

QB 659 Howard (Makinson and C) v The Great Western Ry Co 
(R R Nelson) 

Q B 660 Faulkner (G ‘I’ Robinson) v Maddock (A Harrison) 

Ex 661 Chalk (Whyte, C and P) v Ware (W G Newman) 

QB 662 Dilthey, Sahl and Co (Carr, B, D and M) v Beall (In person 

CP 663 Newbery and anr (A E Briant) v Newbery (Lewis and Sons, 

QB 664 Hart (Layton, S and L) v Hough (H H Poole) 


Ex 665 Raw and Wife (G R Pilgrim) v Blackley (S Scott) 
Ex 666 Burrows (Wood and H) v The North London Ry Co (Paine, 


Land C) 8 
CP 667 Tyler and Wife (Leathes and M) v Ballard (Law, Hussey 
H 


and 

Ex 668 Milsom (Parker and B) v London and North-Western Ry 
Co (R F Roberts) 

Ex 669 Green (Same) v Crampton and anr (Crowder and Co) 

QB 670 Larmuth (F W Snell and G) v The National Temperance 
Beverage Co, limd (Cook, Collis and Co) 

QB 671 Evelyn (Walters, D and W) v Kemp (Stoneham and L) 

Ex 672 Wallis (In person) v Quick (Austen De Gex and H) 

QB 673 Leonard (M Abrahams and R) v De Galve (Shoubridge 


and M) 
CP 674 Sullivan (E Beall) v Rivington and anr (Milne, R and M; 


H ‘oole 

C P 675 Holland and anr (Johnson, W and Co) v Stapleton (Tyrrell, 
Land Co) SJ 

QB 676 Long (Merriman, P and M) v Woodward (J Webber, jun) 

C P 677 Roberts, trading, &c (Hollams, Son and C) v Breffit (J R 
Tindale) 

C P 678 Early (J N Keighley) v Goldring (T W Baldwin) 

Ex 679 Winkworth and wife (W J Hobbs) v Grieve (Cobb and Co) 

C P 680 Bond (Tilleard, G and H) v Gonin (Baxter and Co) 

Ex 681 Deal (Lake, B andL) v Clark (T W Baldwin) 

fx 682 Gardiner (J M Green) v Pickford and Co (Beard and Son) 

QB 683 Barton (Day and H) v Turnbull (J T Davis) 

Q B 684 Robinson, Fleming and Co (Druce, Sons and J) v Julliany,. 
Pere et Fils (Lyne and H) 8J 

Ex 685 Heighton (Rhodes and Son) v Tattersall (Eyre and Co) 

CP 686 mt ¥) and ors (Chappell, Son and G) v Nangle (Vallance 

and V 

QB 687 Leith (Ramsden and A) v Stevens (Fowler and Co) 

CP 688 Thompsen and anr (J W Few) v Jordan and anr (R Vining) 

C P 689 Bailey (Smith, Davies and Co) v Gunn (G R Pilgrim) 

Chy 690 —_ (W and A R Ford) v Longbourne (Smith, D and Co) 


Ex 691 Messent (Deane, C and Co) v Rea (Perkins and W) SJ 

C P 692 Wing and anr (T Beard and Sons) v Smith (Keene and M) 
C P 693 Harrow (Grueber and J) v Duffy (F Bradley) 

QB 694 Voss (J W Few) v Thomas (Hemsley and BH) 

Q B 695 Challis (Same) v Newton (J Hill) 

When actions are settled out of court the solicitors concerned are 
particularly requested to withdraw the pleadings, as great expense 
and uncertainty are occasioned to the suitors in other causes by the 
maintenance in the list of actions not intended for trial. 


oo 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATUORE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


TER O val al 
Date. by og —— mEB  V.C, Maes, 
Monday, April 28Mr. Latham Mr. King Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ...... 29 Leach Merivale Clowes 
Wednesday.... 30 Latham King Koe 
Thursday, May 1 Leach Merivale Clowes 
Friday........ 2 Latham King Koe 
Saturday...... 3 Leach Merivale Clowes 
V.0.Bacox. V.O, Hats. ae 
Monday, April 28Mr. Farrer Mr.Cobby Mr, Pemberton 
Tuesday ...... 29 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
Wednesday.... 30 = Farrer Cobby Pemberton 
Thursday, May 1 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
Friday........ 2 Farrer Cobby Pemberton 
Saturday...... 3 Teesdale Jackson Ward 














Ex 638 Gaston (C Mossop) v Mansel (Nelson, Son and H) 
Ex 639 Pearson (W Eley) v Snell (W M Greenip) 
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SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

April 29 and 30.—Messrs. Rogers & CHAPMAN, at the Mart, 
at 2p.m., each day, leasehold properties and ground-rents 
(see advertisement April 12, p. 473). 

April 30.—Mr. Mit1ar, at the Mart at 2 p.m., leasehold pro- 
perties and ground-rents (see advertisement, April 19, p. 4). 





LONDON GAZETT ES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Limirep tn CHANCERY. 
Faipays, Apr 18, 1879. 

‘Dronfield Silkstone Coal Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated March 22, it was ordered that the company be wound 
up. Emmett and Son, Bloomsbury equare, agents for Wavell and 
Co, Hatifax, solicitors for the petitioners 

“Manchester and Bombay Spinning and Manufacturing Company, 
Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Monday, Apr 28 at 12, at his cham- 
bers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Usumirep in CHANCERY. 

Debdenture Trust.—Petition for winding up, presente’ April 16, directed 
to be heard before V.C. Hall on Friday May 2. Crook and Smith, 
Abchurch lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Lruirep In CHANCERY. 

Preston Lviery and Carriage Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented April 15, directed to be heard before the V.C. at 6, 
Stone buildings, Lincoln’s inn, on Monday, Apr 28, at 10.30. Thomp- 
son, Preston, solicitor for the petitioner 

“St Anne’s-on-the-Sea Hotel Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented April 16, directed to be heard before tha V.C. at 6 
Stone buildings, Lincoin’s inn, on Monday Apr 28 at 10.30. Shippey 
and Field, Manchester, agents for Woodcock and Sons, Haslingden, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

Limitep tn CHANCERY. 
Tuespay, Apr. 22, 1879, 

«Compressed Tea Company, Limited.—Petition fur winding up presented 
Apr 17, directed *o be heard before V.C. Hall, on May 2. Andrew, 
Clement’s lane, solicitor for the petitioners 

Wronfield Silkstone Coal Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Apr 
30 at 11 at his chambers as the time and place for the appointment 
of an official liquidator 

Ulster Steam Tramways, Limited.—Petition for winding up preseuted 
Apr 18, directed to be heard befcre the M.R. on May 3. Morgan 
and Co, Coleman st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Coonty Pavatinr oF LANCASTER. 
Turspay, April 22, 1879, 

forest Cotton Sp‘nning and Manufacturing Company.—Petition for 
winding op presented Apr 18, directed to be heard before V.C. Little 
at St. George’s hall, Liverpoo!, on May 6at 10. Dendy and Paterson, 
Booth st, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

STANNARIES CF C_RNWALL, 
Tuzspay, Apr. 22, 1879. 

Cargoll Mining Company.—Petitivn for winding up presented Apr 12, 
directed to be heard before the Vice-Wurden, at the Prince’s Hall, 
Truro, on May 1 at 10. Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing 
in opposition to the petition, must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, 
Truro, on or before Apr 28, and notice thereof must at the same time 
be given to the petitioner or his solicitor. Hall, Truro, solicitor for 
the petitioner 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvusespay, April 22. 1879. 
“Gwenynan Khondda Society, Gellagaied Inn, Heolfach, Ystrad Rhon- 
dda, Glamorgan. Apr 17 
Bankrapts. 
Fripay, April 18, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London. 

aa. A N » Queen Victoria st. Pet Apr9. Pepys. May7 
at 12 

Dhonau, Louis, The Grove, Hackney, out of business. Pet Apr 10. 
Hazlitt. Apr 30at 11 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Compere, T »Weir Paper Mills, Berkshire, Paper Manufacturer. 
Pet April7. Bishop. Oxford, May 7 at 11.30 

Fennell, T » Liverpool, Corn Merchant. Pet Apr16. Bell- 
ringer. Liverpool, Apr 30 at 12 

Greenhalgh, Robert, Mauchester, Tailor, Pet Apr16. Lister. Man- 
chester, May 5 ut 11 

Kay, William, Oldham, Confectioner. Pet Apr 8. Tweedale. Oldham, 
Apr 30 at 10 

Beott, John, Dronfield, Derby, out of business. Pet Apr 16. Wake. 
Chesterfield, May 2 at 11 

Sloan, Wiliam Charles Tennant, Dalston, Cumberland, Civil Engineer. 
Pet Apr 16. Haiton. Carlisle, Apr 30 at 12 

Thompson, Henry Musgrave, Leeds, Tailor. Pet Apr10. Marshall. 
Leeds, May 7 at 11 

Torspay, Apr. 22, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Craven, Adelaide, Westbourne terrace, Faddington. Pet Apr 17. Haz 
litt. May 9 at il 

Leifchild, George, Stanhope st, Euston road. Pet Apr17. Hazlitt. 
May 7 at 12.30 

Strattord, Hogh Stratford, Warner road, Camberwell New road. Pet 
April17. Hazlitt. May 7 at 12 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bence, Thomas, Holt, Wilts, cut of business, Pet Apr17. Wilton. 
Path, May 6atl 

Cutter, Williem, Scotland Gate, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Pet Apr 
17, Daggett. Newcastie, May 2 at 10,30 
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Gale, William Dathan, Bromhan, Wilts, Gen:ral-shop Keeper. Pet 
Aprl9. Wilton. Bath, May 12at 1! 

Grindley, William Henry, Alfretoa road. Pet Apr 16, Patchitt. Note 

Pg od 14 at 10.30 
ams, William, Sen, Challock, Kent, Farmar. Pet Apr}s. F 
Canterbury, May 9 at 1! : , - wy 

Hewson, James John, Beverley, York, Carpenter. Pet Apr 18. Rollitt, 
Kingston-upon-Hull, May 13 at 3 

Hodgson, John, Peveith, Cunnerlard, Silk Morcer. Pet Apr 17, 
Halton, Carlisle, May 9 at 10.30 

Nockolds, Robert, Great Yarmouth, Smack Owner. Pet Apr 18, Worl- 
ledge. Great Yarmouth, May 9 at lt 

Pike, Charles, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Builder, Pet Apr 17. Dick- 
inson. Poole, May 5 at 2 

Robson, James, North Shields, Builder. Pet Apr 17. Daggett. 
Newcastle, May 2 at 11 

Shillington, Edward, Parkhurst, Ise of Wight, Tailor Warder. Pet 
Apr i6. Blake. Newport, May 5 at 12 

Townsend, Thomas Charles, Salop, Civii Engineer. Pet April 19. Peele. 
Shrewsbury, May 5 at 2 - 

War ile, Ralph, Cambo, Northumberland, Batcher. Pet Apr Lt. Dag- 
gett. Newcastle, May 2 at 11 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST Me ETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, April 18, 1879. 

Alton, Isaac, Middiesborough, Wa'chmaker. May 2 at 11 at offices of 
Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birm ngham 

Andrews, Francis, Sussex piace, South Kensington, Builder. Apr 28 
at 12 at offices of Doveton and Co, Rochester row, Westminster 

Armstrong, William, jun, Jarrow, Durham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. 
Apr 30 at 3 at offices of R-nuoldson, King st, Sout Shields 

Bailey, Henry John, Hastngs, House Decorator. Apr 30 at 11 at 
ottices cf Savery, Trinity st, Hastings 

Beadnall, Cuthbert, Middlesborough, Beerhouse Keeper. May 1 at 3 
at offices of Peacock, Z2tlani road, Middlesborough 

Beardsley, Francis, Ilkeston, Deroy, Licensed Victualler. May 7 at 
at offices of Thurman, Bath st, Ilkeston 

Boon, James, Cove, Sussex, Builder, May 6 at 12 at 98, Cheapside, 
London, Lamb and Evett, Brighton 

Bradbury, James, Bakewell, Derby, Marble Mason. May7atll at 
the Incorporated Law Svciety, Alding ct, High st, Sheffield, Porrett, 
Sheffield 

Briggs, Edwin, Leeds, Marble Mason. May 2 at 2 at offices of Elmsley, 
Commercial buildings, Purk row. Leeds 

Brook, Fletcher, Bradford, York, Stuff Merchant. May 2 at 3 at the 
Creditors’ Association, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Butler, Henry, Witham Priory, Somerset, out of business. May 2 at 
3 at offices of Cruttwell an Co, Bata st, Frome 

Carr, John, Church rd, Acton, Ironmonger. Apr 26 at 2 at the Old 
Catherine Wheel Inn, Bishopsgate st Without. Hicks, Grove rd, 
Victoria park 

Clare, Thomas James, Ranelagh rd, Ealing, Builder. Apr 26 at 1 at 
15, Golden square 

Cox, John Alvey, Old Basford, Nottingham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. 
May;j2 at 4 at olfices of Azton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Crosiand, Alfred, Honley, near Hudderstield, Innkeeper. May 2 at 3 
at offices of Booth, John William st, Huddersfield 

Davies, William, Rhyl, Flin’, Butcher, May 2 at 12 at the Alexandra 
Hotel, Rnyl. Jones, Conway 

Dawson, William, Bing ey, Yor«, Fish and Game Dealer, May 1 at ll 
at offices of Cox, Bridge st, Bradford 

Dennis, George Kersey, K-szrave, Suffolk, Farmer, May 7 at 3 at 
offices of Steward ani Rouse, Arcade st, Ipswith 

Dunkley, Thomas Washbourne, Swain’s lane, Highgate, Monumental 
Mason. Apr 24 at | at offices of Staniland, Charterhouse sc 

Edwards, Owen, Rhyl, Flint, Architect. May 7 at 3 a: offices of Boote 
and Edgar, Boota st, Manchester 

Elliott, James William, Cliittonville, Hove, Sussex, Oil and Colourman. 
May 6 at 2 at 145, Cheapsiie, London. Nye, Brighton 

Ellis, Lewis, Egiwys Fach, Cardigan, Shoemaker, Apr 30 at 2 at offices 
of Rowlands, Machyalleth 

Elton, Frederick Eden, Sloave st, Chelsea, Dyer. Apr 29 at 2.30 at the 
Guildaall Coffee house, ‘iresaan st. Nicholls, Gresham st 

Emmons, Jacob, Liverpvo!, Sail Maker. May 15 at 2 at offices of Hill 
and Dickinson, Water st, Liverp ol 

Finch, James Richard, the Avenue, Finsbury, Glass Bottle Manufac- 
turer, Apr 28 at 2 at officesof Wood, Three Crowa sq, Southwark. 
Arnold, Town hall chambers, Southwark 

Foley, Edward, Liverpool, Tailor. May 5at3 at offices of Madden, 
Unity building-, Lori st, Liverpool 

Foster, Wiliam, Hu'me, M«nchester, out of business, Apr 30 at 12 at 
offices of El:of:, King st, Manciester 

Funge, John, and James Alfred Reynolds, Change alley, Cornhill, Wine 
Merchants. May 6 at 12 at offices of Bagshawe, Moorgate st. Rolt, 
St. Paul’s churciyard, London 

Gardner, Solomon, Liverpool, Piumber, May 8 at 2 at offices of Wil- 
liams, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Garrett, John, Liverpool, Pork Batcher. May 2 at 2 at offices of 
Fowler, Cable st, Liverpool 

Gay, David, and Richard Gay, Hanley, Stafford, Photographers, Apr 
26 at 11 at offices of feunant and Co, Cheapside, Hanie 

Gough, William, Ludlow, Saiop, Saddler, May 7 at 11 at offices of 
Weyman, Mill st, Ludiow 

Groves, Heary Jolin, Newport, Monmouth, Professor of"Music. Apr 28 
at 12 at offices of Gibbs and Liewe lyn, Tredegar pl, Newport 

Hill, Charles, Hednes! ord, Stuff rd, Builder. May 2 at 11 at the George 
Hotel, Walsall. Bill, Wal-ail 

Howarth, James, Ashion-under-Lyne, Slate Merchant, May 1 at3 at 
offices of Clayton, Warrington st, Ash on-under-Lyne 

Jay, Alfred Thomas, Bishopszate st Within, Contractor. May 1 at 2 
at 4, Bishopexate st. Smith and Co, Bread et 

Jerome, Charles, Natiey Scures, Hants, Farmer. Apr 23 at 3 at offices 
of Swann and Co, Chancery lane, in lieu of place originally named 

Jordan, Thomas James, M.idennead, Berks, Auctioneer. May 8 at 3 
at the Great Western Hotel, Praed st, Paddington, Rawson, Great 
Marlow 

Keirle, Daniel, Thor grove, Somerset, Yeoman, April 30 at 11 at 

« Offices of Boulting, York buildings, Bridgewater 
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ick, Edward, Roches'er, Kent, Furniture Dealer, May 9 at 11 at 
= Creditors’ Mercantile + ys Gresham buildings, Basinghall 
Lockyer, Gresham buildings 

Laidlaw, William, Fieet st, Hutter. May 5 at 3 at offices of Lane, 
Gresham st A ’ 

Laneelot, Ellen Maria, Jermyn st, St James’s, Boarding House Keeper. 
April 28 at 12 at offices of Everil!, Parliament st, Westminster 

Langley, Thomas, Wellington, Salop, Grocer, May 2 at 2 at the Great 
‘Western Hotel, Birmingham. Leake, Shifaal 

Lawrance, William Frazer, Nottingham, Milliner. May 1 at 10 at 
offices of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Lawrenee, William, Cale st, Chelsea. Plumber. Muy 6 at 3 at offices 
of Moore and Wallis, Crosby sq. Rodgers and Clarkson, Walbrook 

Lightwood, Francis, Cannock, Stafford, Furniture Dealer. May 1 at j1 
at the George Hotel, Walsail. Bill, Walsall 

Lipscomb, Richard Henry, Stamford, Publican, Apr 29 at 10 at offices 
of Law, St Mary's place, Stamford - 

Manners, John, Ilkeston, l.erby, Builder. May 7 at 11 at the St John 
Warren’s Hotel, Ilkeston. Guess and Garthwaite, Manchester 

Mills, Charles Stewart, and Joseph Latham, Liverpool, Merchants, 
Apr 28 at 2 at the Law Association Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Hill 
and Dickinson, Liverpool 

Morris, Thomas William, Leicester, Grocer. May 5 at 2.30 at offices of 
Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Newcombe, Barbara, and Esther Sutherland, Birkenhead, Milliners. 
May 1 at 3 at offices of Thompson, Hamil:on st, Birkenhead 

Norwood, Edward, Fleet, Lincoln, Farmer. May 2 at 1.30 at the 
George Hotel, Stamford, Gaches, Peterborough 

Ogden, Joseph, Cheetham, Lancashire, Furniture Dealer. Apr 30 at 3 
at the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester, Harrns, Man- 
chester 

Park, Duncan, Monkwearmou'h Shore, Durham, Butcher. May 5 at 
12 at offices of Steel, Bank buildings, Sunderland 

Parker, William, Shetfield, Grocer. May 1 at 1 at offices of Branson 
and Co, Bank st, Sheffield 

Peaurt, homas, Sunderlind, Tobacconist. May 2 at 11 at offices of 
Robinson, West Sunniside, Sunderland 

Pickworth, William, and Henry Pickworth, Osbournby, Lincoln, 
Grocers. May 3 at 11 at offices of Peake and Co, Sleaford 

Ramshew, John, Lathom, Lancashir?, Grocer. May 7 at 2 at offices of 
Jackson and Tomkies, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Raven, Elizabeth, Leicester, Draper, Apr 30 at 3 at offices of Wright 
and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Raworth, John Smith, Manchester, Civil Engineer. May 3 at 11 at 
offices of Marsland, St Swithin’s lane. Addleshaw and Warburton, 
Manchester 

Rushton, Charles, Burslem, Labourer, Apr 26 at 3 at offices of Ash- 
mall], Albion st, Hanley 

Seccombe, John Henry, Penzance, Innkeeper. May 6 at 11 at offices of 
Roscoria and Son, North parade, Penzance 

Swann, John, sen, Nottinuham, Joiner. May 6 at 12 at cffices of Belk, 
Middle pav. ment, Nottinzham 

Thomas. William John, Falmouth, Cornwall, Coal Merchant, May 1 at 
3 at offices of Jenkins, Yost Olf'ce buiidings, Falmouth 

Travis, William, Hollinwood, Lanca-hire, Boot ané Shoe Dealer. May 
2at 3 at the Mitre Hotel, Cathecral gates, Manchester. Buckley 
and Mattinson, Oldham 

Tucker, James Kdwaid, Tent ct, Golden sq, Printers’ Manager. Apr 
28 st 3 at offices of Sc: th Aldermanbury 

Twaite, Benjamin, Ashtor-under-Lyne, Bricklayer. May 2 at 3 at the 
Pitt and Ne’son Inn, Ashton-ander-Lyne. Jackson, Ashton-under- 








Lyne 
Vinall, Wiliam, and Alfred Lloyd, Horsham, Sussex, Cabinet Makers. 
May 6 at 2 at the Guildhai! Coffee House, Gresham st. Bedford, 
Horsham 
Vincent, George Edwards Bussell, Bridport, Dorset, Butcher. May 8 
at 10 at the Antelope Hotel, Dorchester, Howard, Weymoath 
Williams, Henry, Salford, Lancashire, Calenderer. May 2 at 2 at 11, 
Brazennose chambers, Brazennose st, Manchester, Payne and 
Golloway, Manchester 
Williams, Richard, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Draper. May 5 at 12.30 at 
the Railway Hotel, Bangor. flughes, Bangor 
Wrench, Thomas, Silverdale, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 25 at 2 at offices of 
James, Newcastle-unier-Lyme 
Tuespay, April 22, 1879. 
Adams, Richard, Guilsfieid, Montgomery, Farmer. May 13 at 11 at 
offices of Jones, Severn st, Welchpool 
Allen, John, Pontypool, Mon. Glass Dealer. May 8 at 12 at offices of 
Williams and Co, Dock st, Newport 
Austin, William, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Greengrocer. M:y 1 at 3 at 
offices of Neve, Norman rd, St Leonard’s-on-Sea 
Baker, Edwin, Leicester, Grocer. May 8 at 12 at offices of Harvey, 
Selborne bu'ldings, Millstone \ane, Leicester 
Baker, Thomas, Atherstone, Warwick, Grocer. May 7 at 12 at offices 
of Harvey, Selborne bu ldings, Millstone lane, Leicester 
Bamber, William Benton, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Vegetable Mer- 
chant. Apr 30atliat the Town hail, Aberystwith. Atweod and 
Son, Abeiystwith 
tt, Charles Underwood, Eccleshal!, Stafford, Builder. May 10 at 
2 at the North-Western Hotel, Stafford. Rubinson, Eccleshall 
Bevan, Frederick Robert, Philip ‘Toledo, and Valencourt Henry 
Mcvonald, St Helen’s p!, Mahogany Merchants, June 19 at 3 at 
offices of Munns and Longden, Old Jewry 
Bickerton, Joreph, Manchester, Engineer. May 6 at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, Manchester 
Blatce, Henry, Swaneea, Builder. May 1 at 11 at offices of Thomas, 
York pl, Swansea 
Blythen, Moses, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Baker, May 2 at 3 at offices 
of Edwards, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Boagey, Gc orge, Middlesborovgh, Builder. May 5 at 2.30 at offices of 
Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Bosworth, John, Shrewsbury, Innkeeper. May 5 at 2 at the Crown 
Hotel, Shrewsbury. Nutsey, Shiewsbury 
Bott, Samuel Thomas, Dronfield, Derby, Builder. May 6 at 12.30-at 
offices of Wiehtman, Change alley, Sheffield 
Bray, Joe, Rotherham, York, Cwbinet Maker. May 2 at 2 at offices of 
Badgers and Co, High st, Rotherham 
Brewer, Solomon ‘thomas Holmes, West Teignmouth, Wheelwright. 
May 3 at 11 at cftices of Watts, Newton Abbot 








Bu!l, Henry Davis, Khodeswa!ll Wharf, Limehouse, Oil Cooper. Apr 
25 at 2 atotfices of Buchanan and Kozers, Sasinghall st 

Bull, Sydney Montague, Saunderton, Buckinzham, Farmer. Muay 8 
at 11 at offices of Parrott, Bourvon st, Aylesbury 


Bunyard, John Butler, Cow Cross st, Smithfield, Mnufactaring 
Stationer, May 13 at 3 at offices of Morley and Shirreff, Palmerston 
buiidiags, Old Broad st 

Bush, Joho, Canmberwe'l rd, Coach Builder. Muay lat 12 at officasar 
Vernede, Metroplitan chambers, New Broad st 

Bush, Joho, and Thomas Chadwick, Liverpool, Salt Merchants, 
May 12a¢ 11 at the Royal Hotel, London rd, Shzfield. Gartowaing 
Manchester 3 

Caine, James Henry, Manehester, Smallware Manufacturer. May 5 at 
3 at offices of Saaspson, South King st, Manchester 

Carling, William, Middlesborough, Coal Merchant. May 2 at dl at 
offices of Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Miidiesborough 


Carter, William, Sealand. Flint, Farmer. May 5 at 11 at offices of 
Dunean and Pritchard, Bridge st, Chester 

Casweil, William Growcott, Kidderminster, Coal Merchant, May 2at. 
12 at offices of Miller and Cv, Church st, Kidderminster 

Cave, Frederick, South Fields, Wandswo-th, Grocar. May 7 at2 at 
the Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Parker and Co, St Paul’s church- 


yard 

Chambers, John Luke, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. May 7 at? at 
offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastie-uvon-Tyne 

Chapman, Benjamia William, Rich nond, Builder. May 8 at 4 at offices 
of Lay, Vineyard, Richmond 

Chell, Thomas, Liverpool, Lithographer. May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Banner and Lawsen, Union ct, Castile st, Liverpool. Cleaver and 
Helden, Liverpool 

Child, John, Tenbury, Worcester, Blacksmith. May 8 atl at the Oak 
Iun, Tendurv. Bowles 

Clarke, Leshe Sinn, Goswell rd, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer. May 
16 at 3 at oftices of Davis, Conduit st, Boni st 

Collins, John Holmes, Howden, York, Draper. May 6 at 12 at the 
Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn, Banoft and Son, Selby 

Croad, George, Broomfield, Somerset, Farmer. Muay 6 at 12 at offices 
of Reed and Cook, King st, Bridgewater 

Crombie, Ge-rge, Newark-upon-Trent, Builder. May 6 at 12 at the 
Saracen’s Head Hote!, Newark-upon-trent. Cockayne, Nottingham 

Dalty, James Thomas, Kett-ring, Northampton, Baker, Apr 24 at 2 
at the George Hotel, Kettering. Preedy, K-ttering 

Davy, Benjamin, and John Lee, Keighley, Grease Extractors. May 7 
at 11 at offices of Robinson aud Robinson, Keighley 

Dawes, Joseph, Cheadle, Cheshire, Builder. _May 5 at 3 at offices of 
Grundey, Warren st, Stcck port 

Dean, Robert, and Robert Rayner Dean, Liverpool, Salt Brokers. 
May 8 at 2 at offices of Pemberton and Cv, Harrington terrace, 
Liverpool 

Denson, Jona'han, Waterbeach, Cambriige, Market Gardener. May 
6 at 11 at offces of Gion, St Andrew’s st, Cambridge 

Denson, Josiah, Waterveach, Cambridge, Market Gardener. May 6 
at 2 at offices or Ginn, St Andrew’s st, Cambri: ge 

Dewhurst, Isaac, Salford, out of business. May 7 at 3 at offices of 
Gardner, Cooper «t, Manchester 

Deeson, Robert, Birkenhead. Estate Agent. May 6 at 2 at offices of 
Harris, Union ct, Liver, ool 

Danna, Charles, Burslem, Cven Builder. May 5 at 3 at offices of Ben- 
net, Piccadilly buildings, Haniey 

Durant, Thomas, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st, Solicitor. May 6 
at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Allen and Edwards, O.d Jewry 

Dysou, Altred, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. M-y 2 at 4at offices 
of Ramsden and Sykes, John William st, Huddersfisid 

Eaton, William, Tue Brook, nr Liverpool, Builder. May 7 at 3at 
offices of Mudden, Lord st, Liverpool 

Edmonds, Frederick George, Bishopston, Bristol, Builder, Muy 6 at2 
at offices.ot Fussell and Co, Liverpool chambers, Corn st, Bristol 

Edwards, John, Wombridge, Salop, Farmer. May7 at 2 at offices of 
Hiatt, King st, Wellington 

Elgie, John, Wickford, Essex, Carpenter. Muy 10 at 11 at offices of 
Scarlett and Sutthery, Tindal sq, Cheimsford ; 

Emmons, James, Soutnend-on-Sea, Contractor. May 5 at 12 at offices 
of Preston, Mark lane 

Evison, John, Great Grimsby, Grocer. May 8 at 11 at offices of Watt, 
Cleethorpe, Great Grimsvy 

Eyre, George, Heeley, Shetticld, Builder. May 5 at 3 at offices of Clegg 
and Sons, Bank st, Sheffield 

Firth, William Wainman, Leeds, Boot Maker. May 2 at 3 at offices of 
Pickering, South parade, [ eeds 

Fluck, William, Bishop’s Cleeve, Gloucester, Farmer. May 8 at Li at 
offices of Clark, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Foulkes, David, Fourcrosses, Merionetn, Tailor. May 7 at 2 at the 
Albion Hotel, Chester. Elis, Fourcrossés 

Fox, Thomas. Watton, Norfuls, Linea Draper. Muay 5 at 3 at offices of 
Miller and Co, Bank chambers, Norwic1 

Frost, Lydia, Lytham, Lancashire, Lodging house Keepor. May 6 at 
2 at offices of Dickson, Church st, Kirkham 

Geere, Matthew, Sittingbourne, Stove Mason. May 6 at 1 at offices of 
Gibson, High st, Sittingbourne 

German, Edwad, Oidhim, Boot Maker. May 2 at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Huckin, Mount st, Albert sq 

Goodyear, Edwin, Walsall, Builder, May 2 at 10.15 at offices of East, 
Temple row, Birmingham 

Gordan, James, Cardiff. Provision Merchant. May 8 at3 at officss 
of Tribe and Co, Crockherdtown, Cardiff. Waldron, Curdiff 

Grange, Horatio, East Hanningfisid, Essox, Grocer, May 8 at 12 at 
— Head Hotel, High st, Chelmsford. Digby and Ev.ina, 

aldon 

Green, John, Ambler Thorn, York, Grocer, May 5 at 4 at the 
Creditors’ Association, Parkinsou’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Groundwell, Thomas, Leeds, Hair Dresser. May 5 at 3 at olfices of 
Lodge, Park row, Leeds 

Hall, Mary Ann, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Hosier, Miy 9 at 3 at 
offices of Beil, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Hargreaves, Lawrence, Accrington, Lancashir>, Draper. May 5 at 3 
atthe Railway Hotel, Blackbura rd, Accciogton. Haworth and 
Broughton, Accrington 


LSE 








porapersinectnrmcnssneatrTe- 








520 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 26, 1879, 








‘Harris, Bevan, Kingston-npon-Hull, Draper’s Manager. May2 at3 
at a - Jackson, Imperial chambers, Bowlalley lane, Kingston- 
upon-Hu! 

Hind, Arthur, Hulme, Grocer, May 12 at 3 at the Mitre Hotel, 
Cathedral steps, M anchester. Whitworth, Manchester 


‘Hobson, Thomas, Melbourne, Derby, Corn Merchant, 
offices of Briggs, Amen alley, Derby 

Hollingworth, John, Bilston, St» fford, Licensed Victualler, May 8 at 
12 at offices of Underhill. Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Hollingworth, John, Dronfield, Derby, Grocer. May 5 at 3 at the Star 
Hotel, Chesterfield. Stanton, Ch: sterfield 

Holly, Henry. Bradtard-on-Avon, Nurseryman. May 6 at 1 at the 
Angel Hotel, Westgate st, Bath. Sparks, Bradford-on-Avon 

Horsman, Fred, Nether Whitscre, Warwick, Licensed Victualler, 
May 2 at 3 at cffiers of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Howard, Georg’, Bedile, York, Watchmaker. Muy 7 at 1 at the 
Thomas Hotel, York. Thompson, Richmond 

Hont, James, Luton, Belford, Farmer. May 8 at 3 at the George 
Hotel, Luton. Cooper, Chancery lane 

James, John King, Kingston-upon-Hull, Architect. Apr 30 at 12 at 
offices of Todd, Bowlalley lane, Kingston-upon-Hul) 

Jay, Edward, Wednesbury, Statford, Beerhouse keeper. May 2 at 11 
at offices of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

John, Thomas Evan, Penygraig, G'amorgan, Boot Dealer. May 9 at 
12 at offices of Roxser, High st, Pontypridd 

Johnston, Joseph, Wigton, Cumberland, Joiner. May 5 at 11.15 at 
offices of Carrick and Son, Wigton 

Jolley, George, Norton-in-the-Moors, Scafford, Farmer, 
at offces of Salt, High st, Tunstall 

Jones, Mary Eliza, and Emily Jones, Hove, Sussex, School Proprietresses. 
May 8 at 3 at olfices ot Lamb and Evetr, Ship st, Brighton 

Kean, Thomas, and William Kean, West Bromwich, Timber Merchants. 
May 6 at 10 30 at offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 

Kett, Phi ip, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Farmer. May 8 at 12 at offices of 
Seage, High s*, Lowestoft 

Kirkbride, Edward, Bradiord, York, Hotel keeper. May 5 at 1l at 
offices of Greaves and T'»ylor, Broad st, Cheapside, Bradford 

Landeck, Samuel Boyce, Redland, Bristol, Dealer in Watches. May 4 
at 12 at offices of Parsons, Queen Victoria buildings, High st, Bristol. 
Osborne and Co, Bris‘ol 

Lewis, James Branson, Bristol, Shoemaker. May 1 at 1l at offices of 
Stevers, Nicholas ss, Bris'vl. Sherrard, Bristol 

Lewis, William, Carmarthen, Tanner. May 3 at 12 at offices of Lioyd, 
King st, Carmarthen 

Lickfold, George, High st, South Norwood, Photographer, May 6 at 2 
at offices of Arnold, Borough High ss, Southwark 

Lloyd, Wenry, Colwall, Hereford, Innkeeper. May 8 at 12 at offices of 
Piper, the Court house, Ledbury 

Lord, Hawortb, Over Da-wen, Lancashire, Grocer. 
offices of Hall, Bol:on rd, Over Darwen 

Lord, Rachel, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Grocer. May 15 at 2.80 at 
oflices of Hall, bolton rd, Over Darwen 

Mason, Frederick Thomas, B:istol, Fruiterer. May 6 at 2 at offices of 
Sibly, Exchange West, Bristol 

Milbank, Thomas, Good Faster, Essex, Brewer. May 9 at 11 at offices 
of James, Tindai sq, Chelmsford . 

Mobberley, Samuel, and James Porter Bayley, Kingswinford, Stafford, 
Fire Brick Manufacturers. May 5atll at ottices of Homfray and 
Holbertson, High st, Brierley hill 

More'on, Ernest, Manchester, Wine Merchant. May 5 at 3 at offices of 
Ritson and Grundy, Manchester 

Morgan, David, Neath, Glamorgan, Builder. 
Davies, Alma place, Neath 

Mountain, Robert, jun, West Bromwich, Beerhouse keeper, 
2.30 at offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 

Nicholson, Charles, Nottingham, General Dealer. May 9 at 12 at offices 
of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Norris, William, Newport, Salop, Watch Maker. May 5 at 12 at offices 
of Smallwood, Newport 

©’Connor, Christopher Thomas, Witham, Kingston-upon-Hull, Refresh- 
ment house keeper. May 1 at 3 atoffices of Chambers, Scale lane, 

Patchett, Berjamin, Eagle, Lincoln, Farm:r. May 9 at 12 at offices of 
Williams, Silver st, Lincola 

Payne, Joh”, Birmingham, out of business. May 5 at 11 at offices of 
Stanley, Bridge at, Walsall 

Pearson, Alfr-d, Sheffie'd, Steel Manufacturer, May 2 at 2 at offices of 
Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield 

Fetrali, Ange'o, Cardiff, Meteorological Instrument Maker. May 2 at 
12 at offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Player, Thomas, and Joh Player, Bristol, Wine Merchants. May 2 at 
1 at offices of Wiliams and Co, Exchange, Bristol. Miller, Bristo! 

Pollard, John Henshall, Earlstown, Lancashire, Butcher. April 28 at 
3 at offices of Taylor and Sons, Bond st, Leigh 

Pring'e, John Robert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hosier. 
offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Prior, Charles, Horfield, Gloucester, Carpenter. Apr 30 at 12 at offices 
of Ayre, Broad st, Bristol 

Pulley, James, Plumstead, Boot Maker. May7 at2at the Portland 
Hotel, Lonon st, Greenwich. Ody, Camberwell Green 

Reed, George, Sunderland, Diaper. May 3 at2 at offices of Storey, 
High st West, Sunderland 

Reeve, Frederick Alfred, ye, Sassex, Wheelwright, Apr26 at 11 at 
offices of Neve, Norman rd, St Leonard’s-on-Sea 

Rice, Thomas Henry, Stourbridge, Worcester, Hatter. May 1} at 12 at 
the Great Western Hoiel, Snow Liil, Birmingham. Freer and Perry, 

Rigby, James, Shevington, Lancashire, Grocer. Mey 10 at 10 at offices 
of Lees, King st, Wigan 

Rogerson, Thomas Goodinge, Admaston Spa, nr Wellington, Salop, 
Schoolmaster. May 12 at 12 at the Chariton Hotel, Wellington. 
Knowles, Wellington 

Rutherford, James, Astor-jaxta-Birmingham, Commission Agent. 
May 5 at 12 at offices of Jelf, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Ryder, Elizabeth, Welshpool, Montgomery, Inakeeper. May 2 at 12 at 
offices of Harrison, Berriew st, Welshpool 

Schriber, Christopher, Dalion-in-Furness, Watchmaker. May 5 at lat 
the Wellington Hotel, Dalton-in-furness, Pinckney, Barrow-in- 
Furness 

Schuller, Wilhelm, Poland st, Oxford st, Dealer in Precious Stones. 

May 2 at 4 at 7 Argyll place, Regent st 


May7 at 3 at 


May3 at 12 


May 15 at 2 at 


May 2 at 11 at offices of 
May 6 at 


May 5at 2 at 





ewes 

Selby, John, Nottingham, Boot Dealer. May 5 at 4 at offices of Acton» 
Victoria st, Nottingham 

Sellick, Charles Henry Octavius, Bowood, Devon, Wholesale Grocer, 
May 3 at 11.30 at offices of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 

Shaw, John, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Grocer, May 6 at 11 at officas 
of Maxon, Duke st, Whitehaven ; 

Smith, Benjamin, Monk Bretton, York, Builder. Apr 23 at 1! at offices 
of Dibb and Co, Barnsley 

Smith, James Edwin, Wakefield, York, Maltster, May 2at 8 at the 
Royal Hotel, Wood st, Wakefield. Lodge, Wakefield 

Spedding, Joseph, Chorley, Lancashire, Coal Agent. May at 11 at 
offices of Houghton and Mvres, Winckley st, Preston 

Swain, George, Bedminster, Bristol. May 5 at2 at offices of Hobbs, 
Clare st, Bri-tol 

Swettenham, Samuel William, Ashburn terrace, Harrow rd, Boot 
Manufacturer. May 9at1i at the Three Cups Tavern, High st, 
Bow. Gregory, Moorgate st 

Terry, George William, Eastbourne, Sussex, Builder. May 5 atll at 
oe Hotel, Terminus rd, Eastbourne, Dearle and Edge. 
worth P 

Timson, William, Leicester, Milkman, May 6 at 3 at offices of Shires, 
Marret st, Leicester 

Torbitt, Benjamin, Tunstali, Stafford, Grocer. May 7 at 11 at offizes of 
Alcock, Market st, Tunstill 

Townley, Thomas, Dariaston, Stafford, Grocer. Muay 5 at 3.30 at offices 
of Sheldon, High st, Wednesbury 

Trafford, Robert, West Ashby Fen Allotments, Lincoln, Farmer. May 
8 at 8 at offices of Clitherow, Tattershall 

Turner, Tom, Malthy-in-the-Marsh, Lincoln, Brickmaker. May 6 at 
2.30 at offices of Walker and C», Alferd 

Vanghan, Thoms Cureton, Tewkesoury, Gloucester, Maltster. Apr 
29 at 3 at the Anchor Hotel, Tewkesbury. Cave, Bromyard, nr Wor- 
cester 

Vause, Frederick, Leeds, Plumber. May 5 at 3 at offices of Walker, 
South varade, Leeds 

Vaux, Margaret, Br.dford, York, Draper. 
Singleton, New Booth st, bradford 

Warrington, Benjamin, Milton, Stafford, Builder. May 2 at 11 at offices 
of Heaton, Brickhouse st, Burslem 

Watson, Joseph, Sudbrooke, Linco!n, Farmer. May 7 at 11 at cffices of 
Burton and Scorer, Linco!n 

Watson, Richard, Sudbrooke, Lincoln, Farmer. May 7 at 11.30 at 
offices of Burton and Scorer, Lincoln 

Wattleworth, Joseph Walter, Whitehaven, Milliner. May 12 at1l at 
offices of Brown, Scotch st, Whitehaven 

Weaver, William, Great Stanuey, Cheshire, Farmer. May 2 at 2 at 
otlices of Walker and Smith, Abbey Gateway, Northgate st, Chester 

Wensley, James, Mark. Somerset, Builder, May 6 at 1 at the George 
and Railway Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol. Brice, Bridgewater 

Wheat'ey, Maria, Basingstoke, Hants, Butcher. May 5 at 11 at offices 
of Chandler and Son, Basingstoke 

Whittaker, John, Macclesfield, Auctioncer. May 9 at 2 at offices of 
Parrott and Co, Church 8 de, Macclesfle\a 

Wilkinson, George, and George Thompson, Leeds, Bedding Manuface 
turers. May 5 at 3 at offices of Burrell and Pickard, Albion st, Leeds. 
Brown, Leeds 

Wilkinson, John Henry, Torquay, Devon, Upholsterer. Muay 13 atll 
at 44, Craven st, Strand, London. Mackenzie and Hext, Torquay 

Wil iams, Thomas, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Licsnsed Victualler. May 2 
at 11 at the Ship Inn, Bridgend. Randall, Bridgend 

Winn, John, Newton-le-Willows, York, Farmer. May7at Il at the 
Black Swan Hotel, Bedale. Swarbreck 

Wood, George, Ainsdale, Lancashire, Builder. Muy 5 at 3.30 at offices 
of Parr and Sadler, Lord st, Southport 

Yates, George, Middlesborough, Rolleyman. May 14 at 11 at offices of 
King, Wilson st west, Mildlesborough 

Yates, William, Worcester, House Porter. May 8 at 11 at the Hop 
Market Hotel, Worcester 

Yole, John, Horrabridge, Devon, late Innkeeper. 
offices of Bridgman, Church iane, Tavistock 

Younger, James, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler, 
offices of Lees, Middle pavememt, Nottinghem 


May 2 at 11 at offices of 


May 3 at 12 at 
May 12 at 3 at 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa:t, Luncbeon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vanilla Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
hibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEILTZEX »~ CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pampblet gratis and post-free, which 
explains the only pertectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 
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EVISON & BRIDGE, 
22, CHANCERY-LANE, LONDON, 
Law Stationers, 
Printers, and Publishers of Law 
Forms, 


Have all the new Forms required by the Judicature Acts. 
ALSO A GREAT VARIETY OF 

BANKRUPTCY, | PROBATE, and 
CONVEYANCING, GENERAL FORMS, 
Where 100 copies of any form ovdered, the solicitor’s name, address, 
&c., inserted without extra charge. 
Statements, Affidavits, &c., printed in correct style with expedition 
and accuracy. 


EDE AND SON 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
fo Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS, &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94. CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS, 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continualiy made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is uainjured by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens. Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not impair 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new colour 
isa very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The colour of this ink is 
not affected by use upon parchment, and is consequently of great 
value to Solicitors and Draughtsmen,. 

Sold in stone bottles, retail at ls., 2s., 32; and Imperial Sone of 
aQounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6d. and ls. each 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of about £400 

per annum, well secured, to be Sold in One or Four Lots; rack 

rents about £2,700 per annum, Price 24 years’ purchase.—Apply to 
Harvey & Davins, 117, Bisbopgates-street, Cornhill. 


fOINVALIDS—MENTAL or OTHERWISE.— 

A Physician has a villa residence in the country which he is 
anxious to place at the disposal of a Lady or Gentleman requiring 
Care and Comfort, w'th special Medical supervision. Ithas been lately 
«ecupied by a Lady of position who has recovered.—Address, D.O.L. , 
care of Mr. J. G. King, 10, Bolt-court, Fleet-street, £.C. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Axperr Sr. Pavt 

{M.A.Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for theirPreliminary, 

(Intermediate, and Final Examinations, either privately, or in class, 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11. Stanle-inn, London, W.C. 


EEDS CORPORATION CONSOLIDATED 
FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURE STOCK.—Applications are 
invited for investment in the above security.—Full particulars may be 
obtained from Messrs. FreDERICK BanBury & Sons, Bartholomew- 
lane, London ; or Mr. Wm. Derry, Borough Accountant, Leeds. 


AW FIRE INSURANCE OFFICE, 


114, Chancery-lane, London. 


Notice is hereby given that the AN ‘ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING of 
the Shareholders of the Law Fire Insurance Society will be held at the 
Bociety’s Office, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday, the 6th day of May next, 
to elect Eight Directors in the room of the like number of Directors 
who go out by rotation; and also to elect Four Auditors, and fr 
general purposes. And that an EXTRAORDINARY GENERAL 
MEETING of the Shareholders will hkewise be held at the same place 
for the election of T'wo Directors in the room of the Right Honoarable 
Russell Gurney, deceased, and of George Lake Russell, Esq., deceased, 
the business of the Extraordinary General Meeting to take place imme- 
diately after the termination of the business of the Aunual General 

Bee ing. 
The chair will be taken at one o’clock precisely, 
The Directors going out by rotetion are :— 

Henry Fox Bristowe, Esq., Q.C. Thomas William Budd, Eerq. 
James Beaumont, Esq. Henry Salusbury Milman, Esq. 
Charles Kaye Freshfields, Esq., | Clement Uvedale Price, Esq. 

M.P. Henry Thomas Young, Esq. 
George Upton Robins, Esq. 


They are eligible end offer themselves for re-election, 
he Auditors retiring are :— 
Edward Francis Bigg, Esq. | Frederick Morgan, Esq. 
“Octavius Leefe, E | William Tanner Neve, Esq. 

They are eligible and offer themselves for re-election, 

The Candidates for the vacant seats at the Board are Edward James 
Bevir, Esq., QC., the Honourable Hallyburton George Campbell, Esq., 
Charles Matthew Clode, Esq., William Forsyth, Esq., Q.C,, William 

James Farrar, Esq., Sir Arthur Hobhouse, Q.C., and Joseph Muskett 


Yetis, Esq. 
By order of the Board, 





























LERICAL, MEDICAL, and GENERAL LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


13, St. James’s-square, London, 8.W. 
City Branch: Mansion House Bnildings, E.C. 
FINANCIAL RESULTS, 


AnnualIncome ... eee a ie ico £279,000 
Assurance Fund ... +. £2,181,000 
Bonus added to Policies i in January, 1 1877... £357,000 
Total Claims by Death paid... +. $3,897,000 
Subsisting Assurances and Bonuses ... «- $6,375,000 


DISTINCTIVE FEATURES. 
C rept of half the first five Annual Premiums allowed on whole- 
term policies on healthy Lives not over 60 years of age. 
ENDOWMENT ASSURANCES grante?, without Profits, payable at death 
or on attaining a specified age. 
Invatip Lives assured at rates proportioned to the risk, 
CuarMs paid thirty days after proof of death. 


REPORT, 16878. 

The 54th Annual Report, just iseued, and the latest Balance Sheets 
rendered to the Board of Trade, can be obtained as either of the 
Society’s Offices, or of any of its Agents. 

GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Actuary and Secretary. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
_.4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,500,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Jamxs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemuerton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields. 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, whick 
is free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


YHE NEW ZEALAND AGRICULTURAL 
COMPANY, LIMITED, Issues MORTGAGE DEBENTURES at 
5, 54, and 6 PER CENT. The Company can now undertake all kinds 
of Agency Business and the Management of Properties in the Colony. 
A limited number of Cadets will be received by the Company from 
time to time to proceed to New Zealand to learn Sheep Farming and 
Agriculture. Applications to be made to the Secretary, from whom 
the necessary papers can be obtained. 
110, Cannon-street. JOHN SCOTT CAVELL, Secretary. 











PLAISTOW, ESSEX. 

By Order of the Mortgagees.—Freehold Shops and Dwellifig-houses 
and Seven Plots of Freehold Building Land, situate within half a 
mile of the Plaistow and West Ham Stations. 


ESSRS. BAXTER, PAYNE, & LEPPER have 
received instructions to SELL by AUCTION, atthe MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on MONDAY, MAY 12, at Two precisely, 
TWO capital FREEHOLD S40P3 and DWELLING-HOUSES, situate 
at the corner of the Barking-road and Tun Marsh-lane ; also Seven 
capital Plots of Freehold Building Land, well adapted for the erection 
of business premises, having extensive frontages respectively to Beau- 
mont-road, Surrey-street, and Tun Marsh-lane. The property is situate 
ina rapidly-increasing district, and is well worthy the attention of 
builders and others ; possession on completicn. 
May be viewed, and es with plans and conditions of sale, 
obtained at the Mart, E.U.; of 
Messrs WALTER A. ” LOOMER & SON, Solicitors, Southamp- 
ton; 0 
Messrs. STOCKEN & JUP?, Solicitors, 6, Lime-str eet-square, E.C ; 
and of BAXTER, PAYNE, & LEPPER, Land Agentsand Auctioneers, 
Town-ha'l, Bromley, Kent, and 157, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 





GREAT DOVER-STREET, BOROUGH. 
To Trustees, Investors, and others.—Valuable Freehold Ground-rents, 
with early reve rsions; also important Freehold Property, all well 


let. 

ESSRS. HARVEY & DAVIDS will SELL by 
pe AUCTION, at the MART, E.C.,on TUESDAY, MAY a 187), 
at TWO o’clock precisely, valuable ‘and well-secured FREEHOLD 
GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £205 per annum, secured oso "- 
fully-licensed tavern, the Duchess of Kent, and 54 Houses in Deverell- 
street, Lawson-street, Great Bland-street, and Upper Bland-street, 
Great Dover-street, Boroug! 1, S.E., with the reversion to the rack 
rentals, estimated at £1,900 per annum, in about 12 years. Alsoa 
handsome Block of Industrial Dwelli ings, producing a rental of £300 
per annum; and the very extensive Premisesin Upper Bland-street, 
let on lease to the Tramways Company at £350 perannum. The whole 
of the foregoing property is peculiarly well situate for letting and com- 
mercial purposes, acd consists of a large, complete block, covering an 
area of about an acre and-a-half, and surrounded by good streets, and 
comprises securities of a daily improving nature, and to trustees, 
guardians, investors, aud others, offers a purchase of the soundest 
bature, 
May be = and particulars and conditions of sa‘e obtained at 
the Mart, E.C.; of 
Messrs. ey ROBINSON, & POOLE, Solicitors, 17, Iron- 

mooger-lane, E.C. ; 

and of Messrs. HARVEY & DAV IDS, Auctioneers and Survezors, 117, 





22nd April, 1879, GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 





Bishopgate-street, Corabill, E.C, 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


INSTITUTED 1858. 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, 
and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 


The FORTY-SECOND Half-yearly GENERAL MEETING of the Members of this Association will be held at; 
the INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S HALL, Chancery Lane, London, on WEDNESDAY next, the 30th 
instant, to receive from the Board their Report for the Half-year, and for the transaction of other business. é 














The Chair will be taken at Two o'clock, p.m., and the attendance of Members is invited, * 


(By order of the Board.) gc 
9, CLIFFORD’s-INN, Lonpon, E.C., April 25, 1879. THOMAS EIFFE, Secretary, x 











REIGATE, : Bs 
Attractive pennant Free’ pub .~ oes Faia. sapte B+ RT — dias testes oe = PA N Ye 
between the town and railway station in the ndon-read, from 2 mee 
which it is screened by very fine deodoras. The house overlooks the Perego oe ee line bamincadiee aan ee erg 
Castle grounds, and contains seven bed -chambers, three reception anatan brought ak Corporation and Bor . » eee tee 9. 
rooms, kitchen and offices on the ground floor, good cellarage, gas | of Gas A semen or Public Gorks ba po vent at Pog aaa 
and water laiden. Thereis a conserva tory attached to the house, Uaranteed. Railways. Docks Gavhorues mar = Ww at + ated or 
the grounds and gardens are well matured and leid ont with great mete orated by 8 sual ‘Act can heve thei capital ™ ral oe 
taste, being stocked with choice fruit-bearing trees, comprising ontettahen 3 Re eg bebe: a oa . rais issue 
ae'ol asi sere. b panies organ zed and rought out. Mort 
upwar = ieis . effected on Lands, Buildings, Works, Mines, Collieries, &c. Loans 
Mé: JOHN LEES is instructed by the Executorsof | Improvement of Harbours, Docks, and Rivers, with facilities for execte 
the late Mrs. Joshua toSELL by AUCTION, at the MART, | tion of the works on long deferred payments, and all other Financial | 
London, on WEDNESDAY, MAY 7th, at T WELVE o’clock (unless an | Business negotiated at home and abroad. 4 
acceptable offer be previously made) the, ab eve fedreite poser d BARTLETT & CO., 110, Cannon-street, London, E.0, 4 
particularly worthy of the attention of those seeking a residence in , ay I : 
this most favoured locality. Possession may be bad. NION BA 1 A AUSTRAL A, 
Particulars may be obtained of Paid-u : 7 m 
y a feay MUP Capital ceecccscsccccecccscecess £1,487 500 
72. “peel Esq., Tey Sates . iets dai Reser ve fund 783,500 
at the Mart ; and of Mr. JOHN GEES, Auctioneer and Land Agent, |  LerrERs of OREDITand BILLS on DEMAND, or at Thirty Day? 
Reigate, of whom alone orders to view may be obtained. Sight, are granted on the Bank’s Branches throughout ‘Anateciaall ; 
New Zealand. BILLS on the Colonies are negotiated and sent for 
SHARES in the COUNTY FIRE and LAW LIFE ASSURANCE collection. DEPOSITS are received, at notice, and for fixed periods, oa 
OFFICES. terms which may be ascertained on application. ; 
HINNOCK, GALSWORTHY, & CHINNOCK, |, pank-buaings, Lothbury, London, £6. nee 
wi E y N, by order of the Trustees of the late = “rk Wk kk ark =k” 2 
GeorgeAshwell, Esq., at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, City, on TUES- ‘| HE A GR A BANK ( LIMITE D). 
DAY, MAY 6th. in Lots, the following favourite securities, viz :— Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 
TWO £100 HERTFORDSHIRE SHARES, Nos, 849 and 900,in the | HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LON 
COUNTY FIRE OFFICE (£10 paid up, and £70 per Share capitalized), Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, 
the dividends thereon forsometime past being £4 per Share per annum Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong, 
with a bonus in addition, the last one being in 1878 of £7 10s. per Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms ens 
share. N.3.—These Shares can only be held by one retident or pos- | tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the cr 
sessed ot property in Hertfordshire in accordance with the stipulations balance does not fall below £100. ries 
of the Company. Also, Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
FIFTY £100 SHARES in the LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdra 
(£10 paid up and profits capitalized up to £100 per Share), the last | For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be . 
dividend thereon being £4 7s. 6d. per Cent. per annum, with the pro- upon, ¥ 
spect of a bonusas on 3ist of December, 1879, the last being in 1875 Bixts issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any of the Branches 
of £7 per Share, paid in cash. N.B.—These Shares canonly beheld | © the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased orsemt 
e members of the Legal Profession in accordance with thestipulations | for collection. z 
of the Society. Sates anp Purcuases effected in British and foreign securities, ip 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same - 
Messrs. PARKER, Solicitors, 17, Bedford-row, W.C. ; taken. - 
at the Mart; and of Messrs. CHINNOCK & Co., Land Agents and Interest drawn and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions aia 
Surveyors, 11, Waterloo-place, Pall Mall, 8.W. Every other description of banking business and mone 
uae British and Indian transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairmar, 


Valuable Freehold Wharf Property cn the Thames, Bankside, for | LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
Investment, with eariy possession of one if desired, COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, ee 
ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CO. No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
M are instracted by the Trastees of the late James Newton. Eeq., ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs te 
to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on A direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advant: 
FRIDAY, MAY i6th, at TWO precisely, in Two Lots, TWO valuable | Of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special ims 
FREEHOLD WHARVES, known as Holland and Iron Wharves, Nos, | sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their conti g 
80 and 81, Bankside, Southwark, close to Blackfriars-bridge and the | support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and thestriet 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Station, comprising : — care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for adv 
ye 1.—Holland Wharf, No. 80, pan oe — satane ment and file of ‘‘ London Gazatte”” kept, By appointment. 
to the Thames of about 56ft. by an average depth of about 140ft. The 1 7 x 
ground area is about 8,000 square feet, and the present tenants have IK INAHAN’S LL WHISKY, <q 
made a considerable outlay in converting the buildings into an iron = ; 
girder warehouse. Let on lease to Messrs. Measures, Brothers, and INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild and 
Co., at the moderate rent of £525 per annum. . Mellow, Delicious and most Wholesome. Universally recom= 
p ~nd ae - ae ye he 3 ~~ pe spt es .. yor p od mended by the Profession. The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies. 
rontage the ames of abou . DY an average Pp ot abou * ~ 
133ft., the ground area is about 7,100 square feet, and the premises INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Dr. Hassall say 
comprise, in addition to the wharf, spacious counting houses, stabling, . “Soft and Mellow, Pure, well Matured, and of very excellomt. 
and ea yard. Inthe — pation ‘A pe Bailey, Peas, quality.” 7 
and Co., Iron Merchants, at the low rent of £380 per annun, for a \ r) Wy Do Panis 
term determinable Michaelmas, 1880, when vacant possession can be INAHAN 8 LL “iy SKY, Gold Medal, " 
had, or a much increased rental anticipated. Exhibition, 1878; Dublin Exhfpition, 1865, the Gold : 
ua be viewed till the sale by leave of the tenants. Particulars and Theia “COME Titchfield Street, London, W. 
plans may be had of COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MBAT. 
a Esq., Sulicitor, Hibernia-chambers, London-bridge, 8 T CT OF ; 
eE. 5 A SLIGHT GREAT 
at the Mart; and of Messrs. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CO., 11 STRENGTH AND FLAVOUR To sOUrS,, MADE DIB HE 
Billiter-square, London, E.0. AND SAUCES, AND EFFECTS GREAT ECONOMY. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM,TEWSON & FARMER'S | | "BIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT 


LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including Caution, acsm sron Liebig’s 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting ture eer ea sehes 


Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and ’ 

Investments generally, is published on the tn oe ae 7 I janie COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C. ; 

or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser In use in most households throughout the Kingdom. 


tion should bo —_ later than four days previous tothe end L@2!c COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MES 
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